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ABSTRACT 
THE USE OF COOPERATIVELY PREPARED EDUCATIONAL 
VIDEOTAPES AS A MEANS OF SERVING FAMILIES 
AND PRESCHOOL CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES 
THROUGH "AT HOME" MATERIAL 
SEPTEMBER 1993 
ARNIEL F. NEVINS, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Patricia Anthony 
It is known that families of children with disabilities 
need to be included in partnerships with schools to promote 
maximum benefit for the child. Schools need to find a way 
to promote these partnerships without severely impacting 
resources. Although television is sometimes perceived as 
the "enemy," perhaps it can serve as the medium through 
which the beneficial partnerships can be promoted. Perhaps 
it can simultaneously be utilized as the means for extending 
learning time for children. Television could become a 
beneficial teaching tool, for both parents and children. 
A series of three videotapes was prepared, including a 
"host family" and teachers on each. The "host family" read 
a story, depicted how a particular term or concept could be 
utilized while performing routine tasks, and presented how 
they had resolved an issue. The teachers introduced the 
v 
families, targeted concepts and presentations, and provided 
music and additional books. A theme song, written and sung 
by a parent, was also included. 
Each tape was viewed by families from four Special 
Needs Preschool classes. The families represented both peer 
model and program children. The teachers were known to 
families from two of the classes. After viewing each of the 
tapes, parents responded to a questionnaire. 
Upon completion of the viewing, questionnaires were 
analyzed to determine if parents, children and siblings had 
viewed the tapes and how often, if follow-up activities had 
been attempted by them, and if the tapes were perceived as 
beneficial. Additionally, questionnaires were analyzed in 
order to determine if familiarity with performers or status 
as peer or program family affected responses. 
It was found that families did view the videotapes, 
many families attempted activities, and the tapes were 
perceived as very beneficial. Familiarity with performers 
made a positive difference, and both peer and program 
families responded favorably. 
Findings strongly indicate that videotapes can serve as 
a very beneficial tool, and they are especially effective 
when the child's teacher is one of the performers. Teachers 
and families should work cooperatively to prepare this 
highly effective Video Bridge. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem 
P.L. 99-457, the Education of the Handicapped Act 
Amendments of 1986, was an exceptional piece of 
legislation in that it specifically included direct 
services for families of children who have disabilities. 
Prior to that time, although other educational legislation 
had been passed that included family rights and 
participation, this participation was directed toward 
achieving mandated services for the particular child, not 
for the family. P.L. 99-457 and the modifications to it 
mandated services for families of children ages birth to 
three. 
That families with children who have disabilities 
need assistance has been well documented. In his article, 
”An Idea Whose Time Has Come,” National Education 
Association President Keith Geiger states that, "Most 
American families can no longer meet their young chldren's 
needs for care and education alone" (NEA Today. 1991, 
p. 2). Geiger was referring to children in general, not 
exclusively those children who have disabilities. He was 
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addressing the issue of the need for public schools to 
become the primary providers of preschool education for 
three- and four-year-olds. Geiger further states that, "A 
family's success in enrolling its children in quality 
programs rests on a combination of luck, aggressiveness, 
and -primarily- income." J.L. Hymes of the National 
Association for the Education of Young Children, reported 
in 1976 of a meeting at UNESCO where representatives from 
19 countries were present. The point was stressed that 
the need exists in many countries to help parents become 
educators of their own children. 
Galinsky (1991) speaks of studies on long-term 
effects of Early Childhood programs, and reports that one 
of the most noteworthy findings is that when Early 
Childhood programs are effective they do much more than 
just teach the child. "Parents are affected and through 
the experience become better teachers, motivators, and 
advocates for their children" (p. 31). Berger (1987) 
reports studies have shown that programs which teach 
parents skills in educating are effective supplements or 
alternatives for preschool education. Bridgman (1988) also 
speaks positively of programs that offer infant day care, 
training for teenage parents, plus training for vocational 
students who are interested in entering the field of child 
care. 
The National Association for the Education of Young 
Children is very interested in the provision of 
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developmentally appropriate programs for young children, 
and stresses the importance of including parents. In 
their position statement regarding developmentally 
appropriate practice (1988) they state, "It is 
developmentally appropriate to view parents as integral 
partners in the educational process" (p. 67). Berger 
(1987) reports of studies that support the concept of 
benefits from home/school partnerships. One such study, 
conducted in California and involving two hundred and 
fifty elementary schools, reported results indicating that 
parent involvement related to both parent satisfaction and 
student achievement. Winter (1985) in her article 
"Parents as First Teachers" states, "You get more 
information with your new car than you do with your new 
baby" (p. 22). When the new baby is born with 
disabilities, the need for information and support is even 
more critical to the survival of both parent and child. 
Wade and Moore refer to the advantage for all 
children of cooperation between home and school as being 
very well documented, and further state, "For those with 
special needs such cooperation should be sought whenever 
possible" (p. 154). Hanson and Lynch (1989) report that 
families' needs center around several major areas: 
support, training, and information. They further report, 
"...families are best served by professionals who empower 
parents in their roles, rather than by professionals who 
try to assume these roles" (p. 19). Featherstone (1981) 
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suggests that professionals, including teachers, help 
families in four ways: (1) they identify and explain the 
child's problems, (2) they can show respect for the child, 
the parent, and the relationship between them, (3) they 
offer concrete assistance, and (4) they support parents 
emotionally (p.178). 
As has been presented, parents must be included as 
"partners" in their child's education, in order for the 
child to receive maximum benefit from that education. How 
they are to be included, given the constraints that may 
exist, is the problem to be further researched. 
Statement of the Problem 
Schools in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts are 
struggling to maintain educational programs that existed 
prior to the passing of the local tax limiting legislation 
commonly referred to as Proposition 2 1/2. Dwindling 
resources, along with fluctuating school enrollments have 
led to programs such as art, music, gym, home economics, 
woodworking and enrichment classes being eliminated or 
severely cut back in scope. Class size has increased in 
many school systems because of teacher positions being 
eliminated and/or because of increasing enrollments 
without funding for additional classes. Generally, there 
simply is not sufficient funding to permit expansion of 
services, even though a need is perceived. 
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It is known that families of children with 
disabilities need to be included in a partnership with the 
schools, to promote maximum benefit for the child. It is 
reality that such partnerships require time and personnel. 
The parents must have the time to meet with the school 
personnel and to implement their suggestions. The schools 
must provide the teachers with time to plan cooperative 
efforts, and to meet with the parents in order to 
facilitate these efforts. With expanding demands made 
upon the teachers due to financial constraints, it is 
difficult to build services with and for parents into the 
scheduling process. Likewise, for parents, because of 
demands made upon their time, it is difficult to be able 
to meet with teachers on a regular basis. 
Statistics show that the American family today is not 
as it was years ago. Even just twenty-five years ago 
families tended to remain in one geographical area, 
generally near the extended family members. Immediate 
family included a mother and father, and the mother 
remained at home and cared for the children and house 
while the father served as primary wage earner. Today 
families tend to be more mobile, moving about to meet the 
need for employment. In this mobility the young parents 
lose the stability and advice that might be available from 
and through the examples of their parents. Stability is 
also impacted by increasing numbers of divorces. The 
primary caregiving parent has not only lost the security 
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and advice that might be supportive from proximity to 
their parents, but also have lost the emotional support, 
advice and assistance from a loving mate. In increasing 
numbers the primary caregiver is a young unwed mother, who 
may not have had the benefit of growing up herself in a 
nurturing home. Parents may not have learned how to be 
parents, because they themselves did not experience 
positive parenting when they were young. They may want to 
do what is beneficial for their child, but may not know 
how to do it. 
Teachers of special needs preschool programs may have 
more opportunities than regular classroom teachers to see 
the parents of their students, because the parents may be 
involved with transportation to and from the program. 
Class size might also be smaller, so that fewer parents 
would need to be seen, and home visits, daily notebooks 
and frequent telephone calls might be part of the program. 
In spite of this more frequent contact with parents, 
teachers of preschool programs are also feeling the effect 
of a tightening economy. In public schools time is being 
impacted by the need to serve more children, without 
additional programs. Planning time is eaten away by 
preparation requirements that might previously have been 
performed by assistants, whose positions and/or working 
hours have been cut. Time for monthly home visits is 
being impacted. It is difficult to help the parents if 
time is not available for that purpose. 
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Preschool programs are also at a time disadvantage. 
Traditionally they are offered for two or three half days 
per week. Public school programs for children with 
disabilities may be offered four or five half days per 
week. Even with the extended time, the children spend by 
far the majority of their time away from the school 
program. In an ideal situation this time is spent with a 
nurturing caregiver, whether parent or other person. This 
person will provide an environment in which the child will 
enjoy a background of experience that will foster 
developing language. There will be a beneficial mixture 
of appropriate play and directed activity, all within a 
warm, positive environment. 
The reality is that many children do not spend their 
non-school hours in a fostering atmosphere. The 
caregiver, whether a parent or other person, may be too 
busy to spend enough time with the child. Television or 
video games may be used as a "babysitter," without 
supervision regarding content or appropriateness of 
programs. The caregiver might be a caring, conscientious 
person, who unfortunately does not know how to help the 
child learn. This person might spend time with the child, 
but not beneficial time doing educationally valuable 
activities. The caregiver might not know that routine 
household chores can be utilized to help a child master a 
concept in a pleasurable manner. 
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Schools need to find a way to help parents and 
children, without severely impacting limited time and 
funding available. There needs to be developed a means of 
educating the parents without putting additional time and 
money constraints upon them. There also needs to be a 
means of extending the school day for preschoolers in a 
flexible format that does not impact school time and space 
constraints, or family time constraints. Finally, the 
plan must not put excessive additional demands upon the 
classroom teachers. Although television is sometimes seen 
as the "enemy” or the competition, perhaps it can serve as 
the medium through which parents can be taught through 
example how to turn everyday events into learning 
experience. Perhaps it can also at the same time be 
utilized as the means for extending school learning time 
for children. Television would not function as a panacea, 
curing all ills, but it could become a beneficial teaching 
tool, helping both parents and their children. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purposes of the study were as follow: 
1. to review the literature pertinent to the issue of 
parent involvement in the education of young children 
who have disabilities; 
2. to review the literature pertinent to children and 
television? 
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3 . to examine the possible use of television, through 
specially prepared videotapes, as a means of teaching 
parents how to be educators of their young children; 
4. to examine the possible use of television, through 
specially prepared videotapes, as a means of extending 
school day/learning time for young children? and 
5. to determine what factors appear to have the most 
impact upon whether or not the videotapes are utilized 
and regarded as helpful by parents. 
The study attempted to answer the following research 
questions: 
1. Will the parents use the tapes that are provided? 
2. Will the children watch the tapes? 
3. Will the parents also watch them? 
4. Will siblings or other family members watch them? 
5. Do the parents note any effect from the tape, ex. the 
child singing a song or doing at home an activity that 
was shown on a tape? 
6. How much time was spent by the adults with a tape? 
7. How much time was spent by the children with a tape? 
8. Did the parents perceive the tapes as being 
beneficial? 
If yes, in what ways? 
9. Were there changes in any of the areas during the 
period the tapes were viewed? Ex. did parent viewing 
time lessen or increase as each successive tape was 
seen? 
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10. Does familiarity with "performers" affect amount of 
use and response? 
11. Is there a difference between responses from parents 
of model children and parents of program children? 
Significance of the Study 
Frequently parents of young children who have 
difficulties will ask their child's teacher, "How can I 
help?" In many instances they want to help, but they 
honestly do not know what they could do that would be 
beneficial. They want to do "carry-over" types of 
activities that would help their child master what is 
being taught in preschool. They may also express 
frustration because they have little time to spend on 
specific child oriented activities. Their home management 
requirements utilize what time they do have with their 
child. Groceries must be purchased, cleaning must be 
completed, meals must be prepared, and clothing must be 
laundered. The parents do not know that those activities 
can be utilized as positive learning time, simply through 
the way they are completed. 
Teachers of special needs preschool programs lament 
the fact that their time with the children is so limited. 
Some of the children have severe needs. Some have so very 
far to progress in order to stand even a slight chance of 
achieving levels of function comparable to those of their 
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chronological peers. Some may never reach that level, but 
still can progress to some level of skill, if given more 
time. Teachers regret the fact that for some children the 
stimulation to learn, to develop their necessary skills, 
ends as they leave the classroom. The teachers express 
frustration because they cannot in some manner reach out 
beyond the schoolroom doors and continue to help the 
children and families in their home setting. 
Use of specially prepared videotapes could provide a 
bridge between home and school. Families could 
demonstrate for other families how routine tasks could be 
utilized as teaching tools. For example, sorting laundry 
could be used for teaching "in" and "on" as some clothing 
is put in a basket and some is put on a shelf. Laundry 
could also be used for "same" and "different" through 
matching socks, sorting categories such as shirts, 
underwear, pants or Daddy's, Mommy's, brother's and it 
could be used for other concepts such as "big" and 
"little" or color names. The tapes would model such 
activities through the performers' actions. The parents 
would see the activities modeled on their children's tapes 
and would hopefully realize that they too could do such 
activities as they complete their tasks at home. 
Additionally, the tapes could be used to address family 
issues. One family could model for others how they deal 
with a situation such as promoting independence or 
mealtime issues. The tapes would teach the parents 
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through modeling examples, rather than through lecture or 
workshop example, either of which would take them away 
from home and require their attendance at a meeting. At 
home the parents have control over when the tapes could be 
seen, and they could watch them repeatedly with or without 
their children, as desired. The parents are given the 
control and the tools that can help them to become 
partners in their child's learning program. 
An additional benefit to the use of specially 
prepared videotapes is that they provide viewing material 
that is beneficial to the child, rather than some of the 
programming that is regularly available on commercial 
television and may be less appropriate for the child to 
view. Even if the child is not carefully attending to the 
videotapes, the music and concepts being heard are at the 
very least not harmful or inappropriate . 
The families and teachers who were to be involved in 
this study were eager to begin, and felt a commonality of 
purpose. They believed that parents need to be shown how 
they can assist their child and also solve difficult 
family issues, and the school day has to be extended in 
some manner without impacting space, time and funding 
constraints. The use of videotapes was perceived as an 
exciting possibility, one that could readily serve as at 
least a partial sollution to some of the expressed needs. 
12 
Definition of Terms 
Commercial Television - television programming that is 
funded through sale of advertising time. 
Developmentally Appropriate Programs - programs with a 
curriculum that is based upon a child's individual levels 
of skill. 
Disabilities - physical, cognitive and/or emotional 
conditions that impact upon an individual's ability to 
function in society. 
"High Technology" Children - children with such 
significant medical conditions that they have required 
very specialized medical treatment and equipment in order 
to live. 
Home/School Partnerships - cooperative effort between home 
and school, in order to maximize benefit. 
Peer Models - children who do not have identified 
disabilities and who attend special needs preschool 
programs in order to serve as models for the program 
children. The peer models present examples of 
chronologically appropriate skills and behaviors. 
P.L. 94-142 - Education of the Handicapped Act of 1974. 
Mandated services for children ages 5 through 21 with 
disabilities, and clearly delineated the procedures for 
providing such services. 
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P»L. 99-457 - Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments 
of 1986. Included sections pertaining to specific 
services for families of children with disabilities, ages 
birth to three. Also provided strong financial incentives 
for school programs for the three to five population. 
Preschool Education - Programs for children prior to 
Kindergarten entry. 
Program Children - children who have disabilities and who 
are being served by a special needs preschool program. 
Special Needs Preschool Programs - programs that have been 
designed specifically to meet the needs of children ages 
three and four who have disabilities. 
Teaching Tools - Ideas and activities that foster 
learning. 
Videotapes/tapes - the videotapes referred to are blank 
tapes purchased and then recorded by the current 
researcher for the purposes of this study. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The special needs preschool programs involved in this 
study were limited to two from the Barnstable Public 
School system and two from the Dennis-Yarmouth Public 
School system. 
The results of this study apply to the families and 
children involved in the sample programs, and may not be 
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applicable to families and children in other comparable 
programs. 
The study was limited in tine, and nay not accurately 
reflect effectiveness of use of videotapes over a longer 
period of tine. 
The videotapes were teacher/researcher and family 
prepared, and nay not be of professional quality. 
Outline of the Study 
Chapter I includes the background of the study, the 
significance of the study, a definition of terns, and an. 
outline of the chapters of the proposed study. Chapter II 
presents a review of the related literature. Chapter III 
presents the research design and methods used for 
collecting data for the study. Chapter IV reports and 
analyzes the findings, evaluates then, and displays the 
data. Chapter V summarizes the findings, draws 
conclusions, and makes recommendations for further study. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The primary focus of this section of the study is a 
review of the literature relating to the evolving role of 
parents in the education of their young children who have 
disabilities. This section presents an overview of the 
role parents have played in the enactment of specific 
legislation pertaining to the education of their children. 
It also presents a historical overview of the legislation 
itself, and the parents' role within that legislation. 
Additionally, this section focuses on children's 
television. Television and its impact on children will be 
reviewed, along with references to its under utilization 
as a learning tool. 
16 
Historical Review of Parental Involvement 
Parent Involvement Prior to 1950 
Prior to 1950 special education in the United States 
was primarily in the form of separate facilities for 
severely disabled children. In 1817 the Reverend Thomas 
Gallaudet established the first educational program for 
the deaf in the United States. The "American Asylum for 
the Education and Instruction of the Deaf and Dumb," now 
known as the American School for the Deaf, was established 
in Hartford, Connecticut (Cremins, 1983). Perkins 
Institute for the Blind followed in the 1820s in 
Watertown, Massachusetts, in 1823 Kentucky established the 
first state school for the deaf, Samuel Gridley Howe 
established the Institution for Idiotic Children in 
Massachusetts in the mid 1800s, and Pennsylvania 
appropriated funds for the education of mentally retarded 
children in a private school in 1852 (Weintraub and 
Ballard, 1982, Cremins, 1983). Additional programs were 
being developed in other states at approximately the same 
time. The Federal government first became directly 
involved in special education in 1864 when President 
Abraham Lincoln signed the bill that created Gallaudet 
College for the deaf (Weintraub and Ballard, 1982). The 
focus was on providing a specific program for a specific 
population of individuals with disabilities. Parents or 
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parental needs were not taken into consideration. This 
was also true during the turmoil of the Industrial 
Revolution. Darwin's theory of evolution, along with the 
influx of immigrants and public apathy toward the 
disabled, all contributed toward utilization of 
institutions as a solution (Hallahan and Kauffman, 1982). 
Two organizations that would assist in bringing about 
positive changes in the provision of services for children 
with disabilities were formed in 1921 and 1922. In 1921, 
a parent group, the National Society for Crippled Children 
was formed, and in 1922 the Council for Exceptional 
Children was established (Hallaham and Kauffman, 1982). 
Parent Involvement 1950-1975 
The parent group, the National Association for 
Retarded Children, was formed in 1950, and United Cerebral 
Palsy was also established. Parents additionally at that 
time allied with the Council for Exceptional Children, 
which had previously been a strictly professional 
organization (Gearheart, 1980). The early parent groups 
were primarily formed around medical concerns, thus their 
early emphasis was focused more on physical issues than on 
educational ones (Gearheart, 1980). Later emphasis 
enabled parent groups to become catalysts in the 
establishment of special schools, provisions of health 
care, upgrading of institutional conditions, and public 
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recognition of the need for free appropriate public 
education for children with disabilities. 
In 1954 the case of Brown v. Board of Education 
was decided by the Supreme Court. This case, in addition 
to being noteworthy because it helped establish a 
philosophical rationale for change (Alexander, 1982), is 
also noteworthy because of the role of the parents in 
creating the change. Oliver Brown questioned why his eight 
year old black daughter should have to attend school 
twenty blocks away, when a school for white children was 
within easy walking distance. Brown joined forces with 
twelve other parents who had similar concerns, and filed 
against the Topeka Board of Education. The United States 
Supreme Court, led by Chief Justice Earl Warren, struck 
down the langage in Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) and found 
that in education "separate but equal" has no place (347 
U.S. 483). The role of the parents in making the issue 
known is one of the areas of impact for Brown. 
Parents were also a focus of some of the legislation 
being enacted in the early 1960s. In 1961 maternal and 
child health issues were addressed through P.L. 88-156 
(National Defense Education Act). This legislation did 
not address education issues, but did provide for services 
for pregnant females from low income areas. It was felt 
that such services would reduce infant mortality, and 
might reduce incidence of children born with mental 
retardation. P.L. 89-313, which was passed the following 
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year, and reauthorized the National Defense Education Act, 
included funding for the initiation of experimental early 
intervention programs (Jordan, Gallagher, Huntinger, and 
Karnes, 1988). These programs included parent involvement 
components. It was believed that it would be beneficial 
to the children if programs were provided while they were 
preschoolers, and that parents must be involved in order 
to make the programs most beneficial. P.L. 90-538 
(Handicapped Childrens Early Education Assistance Act), 
authorized in 1968, included funds for demonstration 
centers for the education of preschool handicapped 
children (Section 2 (a)). Again, parental participation 
was presented as an important component of the programs. 
P.L. 90-538 was amended by P.L. 91-230 (Education of the 
Handicapped Act) in 1970. 
Two later law cases are especially significant, and 
include issues related to parents rights. Brown did not 
address that issue in 1954, nor did previous provisions 
for services for disabled children. With the PARC 
(Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 1972) and Mills (Mills v. 
Board of Education of District of Columbia. 1972) cases 
this new dimension was added. The parents in the PARC 
case brought suit on behalf of all mentally retarded 
persons between the ages of six and twenty-one. In 
addition to claiming that their children had been denied 
an education under the law, they claimed that the current 
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practices were unconstitutional because by not giving 
parents a notice and proper hearing, the schools violated 
due process. The Court deliniates the procedures that 
must be followed in order to provide the parents with 
their rights for due process procedures. These include 
right to written notice before the child is identified, 
evaluated or placed, right to full evaluation of their 
child and right to give consent before the evaluation, 
right to examine all records kept about their child and to 
challenge these records if they appear to be inaccurate, 
right to participate in conferences and planning for the 
child's program, right to give consent before a child may 
be placed, right to have communications given in their own 
primary language, right to an impartial hearing if 
desired, right to appeal the decision of the school, and 
right to prior written notice with explanation before any 
change may be made in the child's program (Pennsylvania 
Association for Retarded Children v. Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 1972). The parents clearly had been 
transposed from their role of passive bystander to a role 
of active participant in the planning of their child's 
program. Singletary, Collings and Dennis (1978) further 
explain the role of the parents when a hearing is 
required. The parents have the right to be represented by 
counsel, right to examine the child's records, right to 
compel attendance by school officials who may have 
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relevant evidence, right to cross-examine witnesses, and 
right to introduce evidence of their own into the hearing. 
The rights of parents of preschoolers are evident in 
the PARC ruling where the order includes the provision 
that wherever defendants provide a preschool program for 
children aged less than six years of age, access to a free 
public program of education and training appropriate to 
his learning capacities must also be provided to mentally 
retarded children of the same age. This determination has 
since been expanded to include all disabilities and is 
used in Federal legislation pertaining to children with 
special needs. 
Mills v. Board of Education of District of Columbia. 
(1972) was being decided at the same time as the PARC 
case. The Mills case was also a civil rights class action 
case, and was brought on behalf of seven school-aged 
children. The goal was to enjoin the District of Columbia 
from excluding the children from the public schools, and 
to compel the schools to provide the children immediately 
with an appropriate public education. Additionally, it 
was stated that these children had been labelled and 
denied these services without hearing, provision for an 
alternative education, or desired periodic review. The 
Mills decision ascertained that parents must be given 
written notice before placement or transfer, and the 
action to be taken must be described along with the 
reasons, including tests. Alternatives must be presented. 
22 
and the parents must be told of their right to object and 
that their child may receive a free evaluation. Parents 
must also be told of their right to counsel, right to 
examine school records before a hearing, including tests, 
right to present evidence, and right to confront and cross 
examine (Mills v. Board of Education of District of 
Columbia. 1972). 
During the early 1970s the importance of child care 
and child development programs were a special focus of 
Congress. President Nixon spoke to the House of 
Representatives about his commitment to "...an expansion 
of opportunities during the First Five Years of Life" 
(Journal of the House of Representatives. 1970, p. 131). 
This commitment was to lead to a Family Assistance Plan, 
which would have provided needed services, including day 
care, for young children from low income families. In 
spite of his earlier speech, Nixon in 1971 vetoed the 
Comprehensive Child Development Act, which had been passed 
by Congress, because he believed that education should be 
left to the home. He disliked the idea of Federally 
supported day care and had stated in his 1970 speech, 
"Many child development experts believe that the best 
opportunity for improving the education of infants under 
the age of three lies not in institutional centers but at 
home, and through working with their mothers" (Journal, 
1970, p. 133). Although vetoeing the particular bill, 
Nixon did stress the importance of involvement of parents. 
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Child care issues have yet to be resolved within Congress. 
While the need for programs is evident, the Federal 
government remains reluctant to become involved in what is 
perceived to be a parent issue. Funding issues are also a 
major deterrent to the Federal government wanting to take 
a more active role. 
P.L. 93-112, which was known as the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, included in Subpart D of Section 504 
reference to inclusion of parents and parents rights. 
These rights are delineated as in PARC and Mills. This 
law was supplemented by P.L. 101-336, the Americans With 
Disabilities Act of 1990. Parent rights were also 
included in P.L. 93-380, which evolved in 1974 out of S. 
1539 and H.R. 69. This law was called the Educational 
Amendments of 1974, and re-authorized the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1970 (amended) and the 
Education of the Handicapped Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-230) 
(Levine and Wexler, 1981). 
Hearings were conducted on S.6 by the Senate 
Subcommittee on the Handicapped from early in 1973 through 
1974. These hearings were conducted as a means of 
determining support for the bill by interest groups. 
Parents were heavily involved in the hearings, both 
through individual testimony, and through their 
participation in organizations whose members testified. 
They were also involved in the hearings on H.R. 70 that 
were being held at the same time by the House of 
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Representatives. When S.6 and H.R. 70 were combined and 
passed by Congress to become P.L. 94-142 (to be amended 
in 1990 as P.L. 101-476) parents of children with 
disabilities could feel that they had progressed 
significantly from the earlier years when they had had no 
say in what happened to their disabled children, once they 
had departed from their homes. Parents had first 
progressed to a stage where they too had some rights to a 
voice in the educational planning through due process, and 
then to a stage where they also had a voice in forming the 
legislation that provided for the educational services. 
The role of parents had evolved from a passive one to an 
active voice in the provision of services for their 
children. Their voice was active in terms of bringing 
about the court cases that had led to some of the later 
legislation, active in terms of being involved with their 
children's programming, and active in terms of helping to 
bring about the legislation that would provide for their 
children. Turnbull (1981) reports that P.L. 94-142 and 
Section 504 of The Vocational Rehabilitation Act created 6 
standards: zero reject, non-discriminatory evaluation, 
appropriate education, least restricted environment, 
procedural due process, and parent participation. 
Johnson-Martin, Goldman, and Gowen in Tingey (1989) 
report, "prior to the passage of P.L. 94-142 parents 
tended to be viewed as part of the problem, as passive 
recipients of training or therapeutic efforts by those 
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intending to help the children" (p. 303). They further 
state that under P.L. 94-142 the parents are viewed as 
part of the solution. 
Singer and Butler (1987) provide information about a 
study of implementation of P.L. 94-142 in five reported 
school districts. The study showed that the law has not 
provided uniform entitlement. Factors such as 
demographics, socio-economic status, parental education, 
family integrity and psychological well-being affect the 
quality of what the child receives. They stress the 
importance of acknowledging that the variety and levels of 
a family's needs must be emphasized. Under P.L. 94-142 
family need is not addressed, but rather parent 
participation is stressed. Additionally, mandates are 
only provided for those states already offering services 
to children ages three to twenty-two. (P.L. 98-199, 
passed in December of 1983, included programs for children 
ages three to five in all states, not just those states 
that chose to provide such services.) P.L. 94-142 
mandated procedural safeguards. Section 615 (e) assured 
that handicapped children and their parents or guardians 
under Section 615 part (b)(1)(A) are guaranteed those 
safeguards including: (1) opportunity to examine relevant 
records with respect to the identification, evaluation, 
and educational placement of the child, (2) the provision 
of a free appropriate public education to such child, and 
(3) an independent educational evaluation of the child, if 
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this proves necessary. Part (C) provided for written 
notice before change or refusal for change, and Part (D) 
provided for information in the parents' or guardian's 
native language. Provisions for an impartial due process 
hearing are also included in this section, along with 
appeal of the hearing. 
Gillespie-Silver and Schachter (1980) provide a step 
by step training program for preparing the Individualized 
Educational Plan for preschool children, as mandated by 
P.L. 94-142 and Massachusetts Chapter 766. They refer to 
the I.E.P. as a management tool that provides a blueprint 
for action including communication with parents and other 
professionals. They mention need for parental consent for 
referral, need to gather referral information from parents 
and others, need to collect data from parents that will 
lead to solutions, need to actively involve parents in 
formulating the goals, and the need to ascertain if the 
parents can support the goals and if it is realistic to 
ask the parents to work with the child to meet the goals. 
They also point out the need to determine if the goals are 
clearly understood by the parents, and the need to base 
order of priority of goals in part upon child and 
parent(s) critical needs (p. 51). Parents are included as 
important members of the team working for the child. 
An additional dimension was yet to be added for 
parents, this was the inclusion of services for the 
parents themselves. This service was later provided only 
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for parents of children ages birth to three through P.L. 
99-457, which was passed in 1986 as amendments to the 
Education of the Handicapped Act. 
Need for Parental Involvement 
Provisions Under the Individualized Family Service Plan 
P.L. 99-457, the Education of the Handicapped Act 
Amendments of 1986, is an amended version of P.L. 94-142. 
It has two major additions, the establishment of a state 
grant program for disabled infants and toddlers, ages 
birth through two, and strong financial incentives for 
states to provide services for school children ages 3-5 by 
the school year 1990-1991. In establishing the services 
for the birth through two population, the law provides for 
an Individualized Family Service Plan, as contrasted with 
the Individualized Educational Plan mandated for children 
three and older. In order for a state to receive funding 
for services for children aged birth through two. Section 
676 (a) points out that there must have been developed, "A 
statewide system of coordinated, comprehensive, 
multidisciplinary, interagency programs providing 
appropriate early intervention services to all handicapped 
infants and toddlers and their families..." It further 
states in Sec. 676 (b) (3) that there must be a, "timely, 
comprehensive, multidisciplinary evaluation of the...needs 
of the families..." and in Sec. 676 (b) (4) an 
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"individualized family service plan" must be developed. 
Section 677 further defines the Individualized Family 
Service Plan and at (a) mandates that, "Each handicapped 
infant or toddler and the infant or toddler's family" 
shall receive (1) a multidisciplinary assessment of unique 
needs, and (2) a written individualized family service 
plan developed by a multidisciplinary team, including the 
parent or guardian. Sec. 677 (b) provides for yearly 
review of the plan, with the family being provided the 
opportunity to review it at six month or more frequent 
intervals. Sec. 677 (c) provides for promptness, but 
allows for the commencement of services for the child 
before the completion of the assessment, with the parents' 
consent. Sec. 677 (d) defines what must be contained in 
the individualized family service plan. This includes (1) 
statement of the child's present levels, (2) statement of 
the family's strengths and needs related to enhancing the 
development of the family's handicapped infant or toddler, 
(3) a statement of the major outcomes expected to be 
achieved, and the criteria, procedures and timelines to be 
used in measurement, (4) a statement of the specific early 
intervention services necessary to meet the unique needs 
of the child and the family (including frequency, 
intensity and method of delivering services), (5) 
projected date of initiation of services and anticipated 
duration, (6) the name of the case manager (who must be 
from the profession most relevant to need), and (7) the 
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steps to be taken for transition at the point when the 
child becomes three. Tingey (1989) suggests that P.L. 99- 
457 has another shift, to enhance capacity of families to 
meet the special needs of these children. The 
individualized family service plan is reguired and, "In 
this requirement, there is both the recognition that the 
child's development and well-being is affected by the 
functioning of a family system and the acknowledgement 
that different families may have different service needs" 
(p. 304). P.L. 99-457 clearly has taken measures to 
coordinate services to the younger population of children 
who have disabilities, and to provide the families of 
these children with support services. Why these support 
services for families have been deemed necessary will next 
be considered. 
The Need for Services for Parents 
In his article, "An Idea Whose Time Has Come," 
National Education Association President Keith Geiger 
states, "Most American families can no longer meet their 
young children's needs for care and education alone" (NEA 
Today. 1991, p.2). Geiger was referring to children in 
general, not exclusively those children who have 
disabilities. He was addressing the issue of the need for 
public schools to become the primary providers of 
preschool education for three- and four-year-olds. Geiger 
further states, "A family's success in enrolling its 
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children in quality programs rests on a combination of 
luck, aggressiveness, and - primarily - income." Ernest 
Boyer, a former President of the Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching also presents a similar focus 
and states, "In 1983 53 percent of upper- and middle- 
income families had their preschool children in special 
programs, but only 29 percent of at-risk three- and four- 
year-olds were enrolled" (Educational Leadership. 1987, 
p.6). J.L. Hymes of the National Association for the 
Education of Young Children, reported in 1976 of a meeting 
at UNESCO where representatives from 19 countries were 
present. The point was stressed that the need exists in 
many countries to help parents become educators of their 
own children. A second need, the need for well-qualified 
personnel to work with children and parents, was also 
perceived as being of major importance (Hymes, 1991). 
Galinsky (1991) speaks of studies on long-term 
effects of Early Childhood programs, and reports that one 
of the most noteworthy findings is that when Early 
Childhood programs are effective they do much more than 
just teach the child. "Parents are affected and through 
the experience become better teachers, motivators, and 
advocates for their children" (p. 31). Berger (1987) 
reports that studies have shown that programs which teach 
parents skills in educating are effective supplements or 
alternatives for preschool education. Her book is 
intended as a textbook for the purpose of learning how to 
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include parents, and offers suggestions and lists of 
resources. Bridgman (1988) also speaks of programs that 
offer infant day care, training for teenage parents, plus 
training for vocational students who are interested in 
entering the field of child care. 
The National Association for the Education of Young 
Children is very interested in the provision of 
developmentally appropriate programs for young children, 
and stresses the importance of including parents. In 
their position statement regarding developmentally 
appropriate practice (1988) they state, "It is 
developmentally appropriate to view parents as integral 
partners in the educational process" (p.67). Berger 
(1987) reports of studies that support the concept of 
benefits from home/school partnerships. One such study, 
conducted in California and including two hundred and 
fifty elementary schools, reported results that indicated 
that parent involvement related to both parent 
satisfaction and student achievement. Winter (1985) in 
her article "Parents as First Teachers" states that, "You 
get more information with your new car than you do with 
your new baby" (p. 22). When the new baby is born with 
disabilities, the need for information and support is even 
more critical to the survival of both parent and child. 
Batshaw and Perret state, "When a family has a child 
with a disability, the stressful times are compounded, and 
the adjustments are multiplied" (p. 352). Robbins, Dunlap 
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and Plienis in their study found that children with Autism 
were sources of stress for parents, but where mothers also 
reported stress from other sources, the child made less 
progress. The researchers emphasize the need for services 
to enhance family systems (1991, p. 182). They suggest 
respite services, support groups, in-home assistance, 
financial aid, etc. as appropriate. Wade and Moore refer 
to the advantage for all children of cooperation between 
home and school as being very well documented, and further 
state, " For those with special needs such cooperation 
should be sought whenever possible" (P 154). Hanson and 
Lynch (1989) report that families' needs center around 
several major areas: support, training, and information. 
They further report, "...families are best served by 
professionals who empower parents in their roles, rather 
than by professionals who try to assume these roles" 
(p.19). Featherstone (1981) suggests that professionals, 
including teachers, help families in four ways: (1) they 
identify and explain the child's problems, (2) they can 
show respect for the child, the parent, and the 
relationship between them, (3) they offer concrete 
assistance, and (4) they support parents emotionally 
(p.178). Featherstone also avers, "The doctor, the 
teacher, or the psychologist who attends to what parents 
tell him learns more about a child than those who think of 
parents as usually unreliable sources" (p.182). Turnbull 
and Turnbull (1985) speak of the fatigue and loneliness 
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experienced by parents of disabled children. Nights 
without sleep and the need to constantly monitor their 
child contribute to the fatigue, and lack of time for 
outside activities or involvement contributes to the 
loneliness. Woodruff (1980), Sargent (1988), Fowler 
(1988), and Weiner (1987) stress the need to include 
parents in the preschool programs for disabled children. 
McConachie (1986) states, " Current developments in 
service philosophy go further and suggest that maximum 
benefit for the child will be achieved only when the 
family's home situation and system of values are fully 
incorporated into the initial stages of decision making 
about the nature and timing of intervention" (p.13). In 
the Massachusetts Early Childhood State Planning Project 
booklet An Interagency Perspective: Services to Children 
from Birth through Five (1987) this need is addressed in 
the Philosophy Statement. "We believe the best interests 
of all children are served when families and service 
providers work in partnership. We believe that a 
continuum of services should be available to all families 
with young children who have or are at risk of having 
special needs" (p.3). Black (1985) states that sometimes 
services may need to extend to siblings and other 
relatives. Black's position is not surprising, when one 
considers that many young children today are left in the 
care of older siblings and/or other family members while 
the parent works. Whoever will be responsible for caring 
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for the child should be guided in the caregiving. This 
need is currently addressed for the birth to three 
population through the individualized family service plan 
component of P.L. 99-457. Prior to P.L. 99-457, or P.L. 
94-142 for the three to five-year-old population, the 
needs of some preschool children had been addressed 
through the model early childhood programs which will be 
discussed in the next section. Parents were not as 
directly served, but they were expected to be involved 
with their child's program. 
The Changing Role of the Parents 
"Special education used to be a game played over the 
heads of parents" (Martin, 1978, p. 8). Unfortunately, in 
some instances it still is, but when the school system 
attempts to follow the Federal mandates, the parents are 
an important part of the process of providing services to 
the child, ages three to twenty-two, through the school 
programing. The "game" should not be played over their 
heads. "In the worst cases, parents have reported feeling 
intimidated, unheard, or dismissed by the professionals 
who are trying to help them" (Singer and Irvin, 1989, 
p.17). Such a situation should not exist. Love and 
Osborne (1971), when referring to programs for non¬ 
disabled children, speak of children, teachers and parents 
working and learning together in a good preschool 
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situation. This is equally true for those children who do 
have disabilities. Hostetler (1991) reports that parents 
are especially crucial to a strong team effort and those 
facilities providing programs for children must continue 
to strive toward partnerships with parents as the most 
significant adults in the children's lives. Goldberg 
(1982) downplays the parents' role and professional 
expertise and just perceives them in the role of relating 
observations. He refers to them as "important witnesses” 
(p. 74). Jordan, Hayden, Karnes, and Wood (1977) would 
not support that view, and refer to parent and family 
participation as, "...a vital component of all the 
projects" (p. 5). "Parents, caretakers and teachers are 
important information sources and important targets for 
intervention" (Schakel, 1986). Shearer and Shearer, in a 
chapter from Jordan et al., list the reasons for including 
parents as (1) they'll have more responsibility for the 
child over a longer period of time than parents of a 
normal child, (2) they know their child better than anyone 
else, (3) learning needs to be transferred from class to 
home use, (4) parent training helps parents become better 
teachers, (5) training of parents gives them skills to 
teach new behaviors effectively, and (6) parent 
involvement can accelerate the child's learning. Shearer 
and Shearer refer to parents as administrators, 
disseminators, staff members, primary teachers, 
recruiters, curriculum developers, counselors, assessor of 
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skills, and record keepers. Lang and Cobb (Reger, 1970) 
provide an excellent chapter explaining to parents how to 
become active in helping their child, and they stress that 
the parent is the person who needs to educate the school 
system about the child's needs. They state, "No one is as 
vitally concerned as you about this person, and in the 
final analysis, no one but you is responsible for his well 
being" (p. 112). Current legislation would strongly 
present the idea that the public school system is also 
responsible for the child's educational well being. The 
parent is certainly an important part of that process, and 
the person with the most complete knowledge of the child. 
Forman and Hill (1984) refer to the need for parents to 
even be involved sometimes in teaching the child how to 
play. For some children, play skills do not easily 
develop, and they must also become a targeted goal. 
Parents and Children as Part of the Family System 
Esterson and Bluth (1987) perceive the family as the 
most powerful agent of change in the life of the child. 
They report, "Over the past twenty years there has been a 
change from an unofficial taboo to official endorsement of 
parent involvement in the education of their children" (p. 
70). They do state, however, that the current literature 
shows that parents continue to be relatively uninvolved in 
the decision making process, and may not understand the 
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complexity of the many issues. The over-all family system 
is an important factor in the parents' ability to 
participate. Griffel (1991) states, "Teachers, there is 
no way you can educate the child without educating the 
parent" (p. 41). Griffel further reports, " Regardless of 
the disability - cerebral palsy, spina bifida, language 
and hearing disorder, developmental delays - we all 
benefit from a curriculum that touches the entire family" 
(p. 42). Schakel (1986) refers to the need for 
information also about the parents, with regard to issues 
pertaining to health, socio-economic status, child rearing 
practices, etc., when conducting the assessments. Tingey, 
Doret and Rosenblum (in Tingey, 1989) speak of family 
systems, and report that, " Since an infant or young child 
is totally dependent upon the family, it is necessary to 
recognize that the child is only one element of the family 
system, and that whatever affects him or her effects the 
entire system" (p. 139). They further state, "Some 
families have the emotional and intellectual resources to 
manage their own 'case' while others may need assistance" 
(p. 139). Esterson and Bluth (1987) present the 
information that provisions for parent counseling and 
training were defined under the 1985 regulation of P.L. 
94-142. This included assistance given to the parents for 
understanding the special needs of their handicapped child 
and the requirement that parents be provided with 
information pertaining to child development. According to 
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Esterson and Bluth, parent counseling and training were 
listed as related services in order for the child to 
benefit from special education. Handleman and Harris 
(1986) include a chapter in their book that explains how 
to train parents in a behavior management technigue. They 
speak of how to train parents to become change agents for 
their children. Johnson-Martin, Goldman, and Gowen (in 
Tingey, 1989 ) present a sense of flow for the parents' 
role. They report that under P.L. 94-142 parents were 
seen as part of the solution through the Individualized 
Educational Plan development. Prior to P.L. 99-457, 
however, "Parents were viewed as part of the problem and, 
to some extent, as passive recipients" (p. 303). After 
99-457 they report that the states were required to, 
"...enhance the capacity of families to meet the special 
needs of these children" (p. 303). An Individualized 
Family Service Plan, as required for children ages birth 
to three under P.L. 99-457 is presented as indicating the 
recognition that the child's development and well-being 
are affected by the functioning of a family system, and 
the acknowledgement that different families may have 
different service needs. The role that professionals play 
with the families will help to determine the prognosis for 
the child and the outcome for the entire family (Batshaw 
and Peret, 1988). 
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Parent's Rights 
Parents of children who have handicaps have rights. 
The Massachusetts Department of Education (1991) presents 
a detailed listing of those rights. Parents must also 
become advocates for their child. Batshaw and Perret 
(1988) aver that, "Parents should be diligent in insuring 
that their children receive an appropriate public 
education in the least restrictive environment" (p. 382). 
They further state, "Parents of children with handicaps... 
undoubtedly confront many situations where they need to 
serve as advocates for themselves and their children" 
(p. 392). Cremins (1983) had stated that following due 
process as set by P.L. 94-142, "Parents will need to 
become effective advocates for their handicapped children" 
(p. 84). He further reported, "They will need to develop 
specific skills and strategies" and "parent training will 
be necessary." Parents as advocates can be extremely 
effective. Goldberg and Kuriloff (1991) report of a study 
that found that parents who called more witnesses, offered 
more exhibits, presented their cases more effectively, and 
questioned the school's witnesses more thoroughly, won 
their cases more often than parents who used the 
procedures less effectively. Goldberg and Kuriloff feel 
that although Congress wanted due process procedures to be 
an effective means for parents to participate in the 
crucial educational decisions, the special education 
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hearings do not accomplish that, unless the parents are 
especially capable of carrying out their role. 
Singletary, Collings, and Dennis (1978) report that court 
cases have, however, supported the rights of parents. 
These cases have reflected that parents have a right to 
approve or veto their child's placement in a specialty 
program, they have a right to review all records regarding 
the child's placement, a right to independent testing, a 
right to award consent for testing and/or placement, a 
right to advance notice of formal hearings, written in 
their own language and a right to lodge complaint about 
procedures. Singletary et al. report that the cases have 
supported the stand that, "...parents should be kept fully 
informed on all procedures taken to provide that 
education" (p. 495). Parents have been effective in cases 
up to the Supreme Court. In Irving Independent School 
District v. Tatro (1984) the parents were able to force 
the public school to provide services for their daughter. 
Amber, even though she had spina bifida and required clean 
intermittent catheterization during the school day. 
Budoff and Orenstein (1981) provide information regarding 
those parents who will be most successful in an appeals. 
They maintain that the parents must have an understanding 
of the law and their rights. They also must have the 
ability to collect and interpret relevant documents, 
provide testimony at the hearing, and know that they are 
guaranteed access to school records. They must also have 
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access to legal counsel experienced in special education 
issues, and have the funding necessary for independent 
evaluations and expert witnesses. Budoff and Orenstein 
present the view that there is a disproportionate use of 
the appeals process by parents who are wealthier. 
Parents and "High Technology” Children 
The arrival of the children who are frequently 
referred to as "high technology" children have led to some 
new challenges for parents, in obtaining services. 
Timothy W. v. Rochester. New Hampshire. School District 
(1989) is an example of such a case. Timothy's parents 
have fought for services for him, even though he might not 
benefit from what would be regarded as a traditional 
education. Timothy suffers from severe spasticity, 
cerebral palsy, brain damage, joint contractions, cortical 
blindness, quadriplegia. From the time that he was a 
preschooler, Timothy's parents advocated for his right to 
some type of educational program. Haynie, Palfrey, and 
Porter (1989) present the view that parents and community 
organizations devoted to the affairs of handicapped 
citizens have brought about major societal changes which 
offer, "... increasing hope for life fulfillment to 
children with chronic illnesses and disabling conditions" 
(p. 9). Haynie, Palfrey and Porter are associated with 
Project School Care at The Children's Hospital in Boston. 
In their book regarding children assisted by medical 
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technology, they present information for school systems to 
use in order to deal with tube feeding, IV lines, 
catheters, ostomy (including colostomy, ileostomy and 
urostomy), and respiratory issues including tracheostomy, 
nose and mouth suctioning and mechanical ventilators. 
Haynie et al. report, "The entry of a child assisted by 
medical technology into the school setting presents a 
challenge to the family, student and school staff" 
(p. 13). Parent advocates have helped insure that the 
schools must be ready to meet that challenge. They have 
also helped insure that the schools must be ready to meet 
that challenge in a timely manner. Weber and Binkelman 
(1990) report of the support that parents have gained 
through the legal system to insure that transition to 
public schools for disabled children will be in place for 
action when the child turns three. The schools are 
mandated to provide that service immediately, and must not 
attempt to forestall services. 
P.L. 94-142 and the legislation that followed it 
provided parents with specific rights regarding their 
child's education. Their position had transposed from 
passivity, to initial action through groups and 
litigation, to Court mandated rights to active 
participation in planning their child's program. 
Through P.L. 99-457, and the legislation that 
followed, for children ages birth to three the family 
system was included as a concern. Researchers including 
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Turnbull, Schakel, Barber, Behr, Bluth, Griffel and 
numerous others pointed out the need for addressing family 
system issues. Parents of these children were perceived 
as also requiring services in order to be enabled to 
maximally assist their child. While currently only the 
birth to three population has been addressed for family 
services, this is at least a beginning step, and a major 
one. Parents do have needs, and these needs must be 
addressed if they are to be able to maximally function as 
partners in their child's education. 
Sometimes one of the most significant issues is that 
the parents simply do not know how to serve as educators 
of their children. How can the schools reasonably reach 
out to them and effectively demonstrate for them how to 
function in an educator's role? 
The Role of Television 
Commercial Television 
Since teachers simply do not have the time to go into 
each child's home and teach each parent how to become an 
educator, an alternative means must be developed for 
accomplishing this task. There is a tool in just about 
every home that could be utilized as an effective 
instrument for teaching parents and children. This tool 
is the family television set. Currently television 
programs can be perceived by discriminating viewers as not 
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in the best interest of children. Palmer (1987) states 
that there is, "...no set of guidelines to protect child 
viewers in areas such as program/advertising appeals and 
values" (p. 81). He also speaks of the "Tremendous 
vulnerability of young viewers" (p. 24) and relates the 
Soupy Sales incident. In 1965 in the fairly early morning 
broadcast Soupy Sales told children to take out, "...some 
of those nice pictures of George Washington, Abraham 
Lincoln and Alexander Hamilton, and send them along to 
your old pal, Soupy, care of WNEW, New York" (Helitzer and 
Heyel, 1970). The children went into the wallets of their 
still sleeping parents and retrieved the desired pictures 
and sent them in an unexpected flood to Soupy. Palmer, 
throughout his book, relates the issues pertaining to 
children's television and the victory of business 
interests over value for children. Shows that could 
generate the most advertising dollars are the ones that 
are scheduled. There has never been a great amount of 
programming for children, but as Palmer relates, in the 
1980's, "...saddest of all was an exodus in programming 
for preschoolers" (p. 151). Preschoolers are less apt to 
be comsumers, therefore advertising dollars are less apt 
to be spent on programming for this population. 
Television as a Teaching Tool 
In spite of the scarcity of programming for 
preschoolers on commercial stations, these children and 
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others do spend significant amounts of time watching 
television each day. Rynew (1971) reports, "On the one 
hand, children have to be forced to get up each morning to 
be sent off to school. On the other hand, we usually have 
to pry them away from the TV set" (p. 4). Rynew 
visualizes television as a positive tool, however. He 
states, "Film and television are two of the greatest tools 
that man possesses in his fight against ignorance, self 
indulgence, and dehumanization" (p. 2). 
Choat, Griffin and Hobart (1987) also present the 
idea of utilizing television in a positive way. They 
report, "Television cannot be dismissed outright. It is 
part of children's lives" (p. 89). They present the idea 
that television, if used astutely, should enhance the 
quality of the curriculum for preschool children, "for 
example, the opportunities to foster language development 
by hearing stories, songs, poems, rhymes, jingles and 
finger plays appeared to be the reasons teachers used the 
medium" (p.90). They report that there is some 
justification for educational television programming that 
is geared to nursery level school activities. Choat et 
al. imply the use of teacher prepared programming. They 
state, "It is implicit in any learning situation that 
activities should be at the level of development of the 
learner, and the nursery is no exception. Language 
development is individual to each child and the teacher 
must make provisions accordingly" (p. 94). 
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Palmer (1987) and Kaplan (1980) refer specifically to 
the use of videotapes as a means of providing television 
programming that is suitable for the intended audience. 
Palmer reports, "Early indications of the latter 
[videocassette market] would suggest it to be a fertile, 
untapped field" (p. 151). Video tapes can be a highly 
effective means of presenting targeted information. "The 
greatest significance of video tape in the classroom is 
its flexibility and adaptability- its power for 
reinforcing concept already being taught and stimulating 
interest in those yet to be encountered" (Kaplan, 1980, 
p. 3) . 
Video tapes can be cooperatively prepared by teachers 
and families, through home activities presenting the 
topics and concepts currently being taught within the 
regular school program. When viewed at home, these tapes 
will expand the school day, and serve as a bridge between 
home and school. As parents view them with their child, 
they are informed of the concepts being taught, and they 
are also provided with the opportunity to observe how the 
concepts can be reinforced at home. The cooperatively 
produced videotapes can also utilize families to show 
other families how to succesfully deal with certain 
difficult issues. A situation such as preparing for bed, 
or techniques for solving sibling jealousy can be modeled 
by one family, in order to help other families. It is 
desirable for parents to view television with their 
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children. Palmer (1987) urges parents to "...watch with 
children- a point that research consistently has found to 
make a major difference in the effect of a viewing 
experience for the young child" (p. 77). While watching 
video tapes with their children, parents are enabling a 
dual benefit, the child internalizes more, and they 
themselves observe and hopefully learn the techniques the 
presenters portray. When the tape depicts activities that 
the parents routinely perform as part of their daily 
routine, there is relevancy, and hopefully, learning for 
all viewers. 
Conclusion 
Through legislation pertaining to the education of 
children who have disabilities parents have progressed 
from a role of passive acceptance to a role of active 
participation. They have the right to be involved. They 
also have a need to learn how they can be involved in the 
role of partners in their child's education. Implicit in 
the need for partnership is the parents' need to be taught 
how to be partners. How can they teach their children if 
they do not know how to be "teachers"? Videotapes that 
have been cooperatively prepared might be the tool that 
will enable this bridge between home and school to occur. 
Literature has presented the idea of potential value in 
the use of videotapes. Material can be presented on them 
that is applicable to the language and developmental level 
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of the children, as well as to the needs of the families. 
It can be material that relates to classroom activities 
and concepts as well as home issues. It can also be 
material that families can duplicate and emulate in other 
similar activities or situations in their own home. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 
The purpose of this study was to examine the use of 
specially prepared videotapes as a bridge between home and 
school. The tapes were expected to extend the school day 
for children through reinforcement of concepts during 
depicted home activities. Additionally, the tapes were 
expected to help families deal with specific issues 
through presentations of other families modeling helpful 
techniques. The videotapes were to serve a dual purpose 
through the cooperative efforts of families and teachers. 
They would educate parents to also become their child's 
teacher, and they would foster the enabling process of 
families becoming the teacher/models for other families. 
Design 
A quasi-experimental design was employed to 
investigate the possible benefit from use of teacher and 
parent cooperatively prepared videotapes as a teaching 
tool. The videotapes were expected to serve as a bridge 
between home and school. Three videotapes were prepared, 
each tape consisting of seven sections. A theme song is 
heard first, a song that was written by a parent for her 
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daughter who has a disability. Next, a family member 
reads a story to a child or children, providing interest 
for the children viewers, and promoting the value of 
reading. The third part is a brief introduction by the 
teacher, and a demonstration of the concept to be depicted 
in the next segment. The fourth segment presents the 
family utilizing the concept during a routine activity. 
Next, a teacher presents a song or activity related to the 
targeted concept, utilizing signs or hand motions. During 
the sixth segment, the family demonstrates for the viewing 
families an issue that they have succesfully resolved. 
They model a way for other families to resolve the same 
issue. The final part of each tape is a repitition of the 
theme song. The tapes are each between eighteen and 
twenty-five minutes in length, and each was separately 
provided to the participating families for their viewing. 
The tapes were not in any specific order, and during each 
of the three cycles all three of the tapes were seen by 
families. For example, during Cycle A family 1 saw tape 
1, family 2 saw tape 2, family 3 saw tape 3, and family 4 
saw tape 1. During Cycle B family 1 saw tape 2, family 2 
saw tape 3, family 3 saw tape 1, and family 4 saw tape 2. 
The cycles referred to the viewing period, not the tape 
seen. Stories presented were chosen by the participating 
families. Issues were selected by the families and were 
representative of issues also raised by other families. 
Concepts illustrated were selected for age-appropriateness 
51 
from the Brigance Diagnostic Inventory and include 
"in"/"on,M "around the," and "beside the." After all 
tapes were viewed by all families participating in the 
study, responses on the questionnaires, which were 
attached to each tape each time it was sent home with a 
child, were analyzed both qualitatively and 
quantitatively. Desirability of use of such video tapes 
was determined based upon the questionnaire responses. 
Population and Sample 
The population in this study included peer model and 
program children, and the families of those children, from 
two special needs preschool classes at the Osterville 
Elementary School, plus an equal number of children and 
families from two similar classes from the Dennis-Yarmouth 
school system. Total number of families involved in the 
study was 46, 23 families volunteered from Barnstable, and 
an equal number were chosen from the 24 families who 
volunteered from Dennis-Yarmouth. The Barnstable One 
group included eight program families and three peer 
families for Cycles A and C and nine program families for 
Cycle B. The difference in number of participants 
occurred because one family was unable to participate 
during the first cycle of tapes, but then joined in for 
the rest. Another family participated during the first 
two cycles, but then withdrew because of family 
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circumstances. Barnstable Two group included six program 
families and five peer families for all three cycles. 
Dennis-Yarmouth One included ten program families and one 
peer family for all cycles, and Dennis-Yarmouth Two 
included nine program families and three peer model 
families for all cycles. Although total numbers are 
equal, the group populations available prohibited using 
the same program children/peer model children numbers. The 
particular sample groups were chosen in order to examine 
the following questions: 
1. Does familiarity with the "performers" on the 
tapes affect the amount of use and/or responses to the 
questionnaire? 
2. Is there a difference in the responses from 
parents of model and program children? 
In order to address the above questions, the teachers 
of the Osterville Elementary programs were some of the 
performers on the tapes and were known to those children 
and parents, but not known to the children and parents 
from the Dennis-Yarmouth programs. Additionally, the 
families depicted were from the Osterville programs, 
although two of the three families were not presently 
involved with preschool. The use of the two populations 
allowed the issue of "ownership" and obligation due to 
familiarity with performers to be addressed. 
The use of both program and peer model children also 
allowed "ownership" and obligation issues to be addressed. 
53 
Parents of children who have disabilities might have had 
more investment in the programs and might have felt more 
obligated to utilize the tapes. Additionally, the parents 
of children who have disabilities and who are served by 
the Osterville program might have felt the most obligated. 
The design of the study allowed the answers to the 
questions to be determined. 
Instrumentation 
A questionnaire was attached to the front of the case 
of each of the videotapes when it was sent home. Upon the 
tape's return to school, the questionnaire was removed, 
and a new one was attached in preparation for the tape to 
be sent home with the next child. After all tapes had 
been sent to each child the questionnaires were analyzed. 
(See Appendix A for copy of Questionnaire.) 
Questions included on the questionnaire were designed 
to answer the following: 
1) Would the parents use the tapes? 
2) Would the children watch them? 
3) Would other siblings watch them? 
4) Would the parents also watch them? 
5) Did the parents note any affect from the tapes, 
ex. the child singing a song that was on the 
tape? 
6) Did the families attempt any of the activities 
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shown on the tapes? 
7) How did they feel about their attempt? 
8) How much time was spent with the tapes? 
With the final tapes, the questionnaire also asked if 
the families had found the tapes to be helpful, and if so, 
in what way(s). 
Data Collection 
Approval for the study was received from James 
Shillinglaw, Director of Special Education for the town of 
Barnstable, where the Osterville Elementary School is 
located, and from Peter Regan, Director of Special 
Education for the Dennis-Yarmouth school system. (See 
Appendix B and Appendix C for copies of letters sent to 
these directors requesting permission to conduct the study 
in their district). 
The researcher met with the teachers of the involved 
programs in order to tell them about the study and obtain 
their agreement to assist with dissemination of the tapes 
and questionnaires. Upon completion of the study the 
teachers of each of the four programs were given copies of 
the tapes, so that they may continue to use them with 
future children. 
A letter was sent out to all parents of the children 
in the four participating programs (See Appendix D for 
sample of Parent Letter). A slip was included for the 
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parents to return to the school via their child, in order 
to indicate if they were/were not willing to participate 
in the study. In order to participate, the parents were 
requested to agree to the following conditions: 
1. Parent must agree to show each tape to their 
child at least two times during the two weeks 
they have the tape. 
2. Parents must agree to complete and return the 
questionnaire included with each tape. 
3. Parents must agree to return the tape to the 
school (via the child) by the return date. 
In addition to the above conditions, parents were 
informed of their rights, including the primary purpose of 
the study, that they had the right to withdraw at any 
time, that a copy of the findings would be made available 
to them in the office of the Director of Early Childhood 
Programs for their district, that their name would not be 
used and their responses would be anonymous, that the 
results of the research would be included in this 
dissertation, as well as possibly future articles or 
workshops, and that they were free to participate or not 
without prejudice. 
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Data Analysis 
Upon completion of the cycles of circulation, the 
questionnaires were analyzed to obtain the following 
information: 
1) if the parents used the tapes, 
2) if the children watched the tapes, 
3) if siblings watched the tapes, 
4) if the parents watched, 
5) if parents observed children using songs or 
activities from the tapes, 
6) if families attempted any of the activities 
depicted on the tapes, 
7) how they felt about their attempts, 
8) how much time was spent watching the tapes, 
9) if they felt the tapes were helpful, 
10) if there was a difference between the responses 
of Barnstable and Dennis-Yarmouth parents that 
might be related to familiarity with performers, 
11) if there was a difference between the responses 
of peer model children and program children. 
The following research questions had been formulated 
in order to examine the data to be received: 
1) Were parents and children amenable to watching 
cooperatively prepared videotapes? 
2) Would parents perceive such tapes as being 
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beneficial to their family? 
3) Would the families actually attempt to utilize 
what was modeled for them on the videotapes? 
4) Would familiarity with "performers" increase the 
potential benefit from such tapes? 
5) Might the videotapes be of possible value to 
families of preschool children who do not have 
disabilities, as well as those with disabilities? 
Questionnaire responses were analyzed, and tables and 
graphs, along with narrative description, were prepared to 
present the information obtained. Frequency of responses 
between the different groups were also analyzed. 
Limitations to the Design 
There are several limitations to the design of this 
study. Number of participants was dependent upon several 
factors, including class size, willingness of parents to 
participate, and availability of a video viewer and 
television set for the family. Reliability of the parents 
in responding to the questionnaire and returning it and 
the tape to the school was also a limitation, along with 
reliability of the teachers in sending tapes and 
questionnaires home at targeted times and also in removing 
the questionnaires upon the return of the tape to the 
school. Truthfulness of parent responses might have been 
a liability, especially if they had not met their 
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obligation of showing the tape at least two times during 
the targeted two week time span. They also might have 
felt an obligation to respond positively about whether or 
not they had attempted any activities and how successful 
they were. 
A difference between the Osterville parents' 
responses and the Dennis-Yarmouth parents' responses might 
possibly have been that familiarity with the performers 
was a factor, but it would not be possible to prove that 
there were not other factors. For example, it is 
conceivable that one group of parents might have more 
meetings or other commitments that would prohibit them 
from viewing the tapes as much. Responses had to be 
viewed as possible indicators, not proof. 
Differences between responses of program and peer 
model children's parents also have to be viewed as 
possible indicators, not absolute proof of commitment. 
This situation is also because of extraneous factors that 
could not be ruled out within the realm of this study. 
Parents were not asked to provide their names, thus 
anonymity was assured. It is believed that they tended to 
respond honestly, and it is also believed that the 
responses provided indicate possible future benefit from 
use of videotapes as bridges between home and school. 
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 
Questionnaire Responses 
Question One: Will the parents use the tapes? 
The first question to be answered by the study was, 
"Would the parents use the tapes?" The answer to that 
question was "yes," but there was a difference in 
responses between the two sample systems. For the Cycle A 
of tape viewing Barnstable Class One had a 90.9% reported 
use and Barnstable Class Two had a 100% reported use, 
giving an average of 95.5% for those two classes. Ten out 
of eleven of the Barnstable One parents reported viewing, 
along with eleven out of eleven of the Barnstable Two 
parents. On the same cycle, Dennis-Yarmouth Class One 
reported 100% viewing, and Dennis-Yarmouth Class Two 
reported 91.7% usage, providing an average of 95.8% for 
those classes. Eleven out of eleven of the Dennis- 
Yarmouth One parents reported viewing the tape, along with 
eleven out of twelve of the Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents. 
Total percentage of viewing for both systems was 95.7% for 
the first cycle of videotapes, or forty-three out of 
forty-five families. The remaining two families did not 
respond to that question on the questionnaire. 
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After Cycle B, Barnstable One parents reported 91.7% 
usage, and Barnstable Two parents reported 100%, providing 
a 95.8% average for that system. Eleven out of twelve of 
the Barnstable One parents reported using the tape, and 
eleven out of eleven of the Barnstable Two parents also 
reported this. Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported 81.8% 
usage, nine out of eleven, and Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents 
reported 75% usage, nine out of twelve, providing a 78.4% 
average of families who viewed the second tape provided. 
Total percentage of viewing for both towns was 87.1%, or 
forty out of forty-six families. The remaining six 
families did not respond to the question. These figures 
are representative of ones found throughout the study. 
Each cycle of tapes received fewer reported viewings, 
although in all instances there were more than 60% of the 
families who provided a positive response. 
After Cycle C, 72.7% of the Barnstable One parents 
reported viewing the tape, eight out of eleven, and 100% 
of the eleven Barnstable Two parents also reported 
viewing, providing an average of 86.4% for Barnstable, or 
eighteen out of twenty-two. Dennis-Yarmouth One parents 
reported 63.6% viewing, seven out of eleven, and Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two parents reported 66.7% viewing, or eight out 
of twelve. These figures provided a total percentage of 
65.2% for Dennis-Yarmouth, fifteen out of twenty-three, 
and 75.6% viewing for both towns, or thirty-four parents 
who reported viewing the tapes out of a possible forty- 
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five. Percentages for the three cycles for the four 
sample programs are illustrated in Table 1 below. 
Table 1 
Percentage of Participating Families Who Used Tapes 
Barnstable One 
Barnstable Two 
Yarmouth One 
Yarmouth Two 
Cycle A 
90.9 
100 
100 
91.7 
Cycle B 
91.7 
100 
81.8 
75 
Cycle C 
72.7 
100 
63.6 
66.7 
Average 95.7 87.1 75.6 
This information is additionally illustrated through 
Figure 1. 
Figure 1 Percent of Viewing Families 
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The viewings occurred during January, February and 
March of 1993. One possible explanation for the decline 
in viewing relates to the many illnesses during that 
period. In January children have just returned to school 
after an approximately two week break. By the end of 
January colds are common. In both Barnstable and Dennis- 
Yarmouth systems there was also a flu outbreak in mid 
February that lasted well into March. One Barnstable One 
program parent reported on the third questionnaire that 
she was sorry that the tape had received so little usage, 
but the entire family had been ill with the flu for over a 
week. One of the Dennis-Yarmouth parents also mentioned 
family illness as the reason for not being able to utilize 
the third tape as frequently as the others. 
Another program parent presented a different 
perspective. In a telephone conversation she reported 
that her son had really enjoyed the first tape. She felt 
that he had watched the second tape less, even though she 
had found it to be beneficial, and he had watched the 
third tape even less. She stated that he had told her he 
wanted to watch some of his other tapes too. The first 
tape was a novelty, but after that one, he wanted to also 
spend time with his other tapes. She suggested that 
spacing the tapes, and allowing a break between 
circulations would allow for increased interest. That 
suggestion appears to have merit. Parents know that toys 
when used daily eventually lose their appeal. When they 
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are put away for a while and then re-presented, they are 
perceived as being of much greater interest. For the 
study purposes, it was important to continue the cycles 
one after another. For future distribution of tapes, it 
might be wiser to allow a month or so between the 
disseminations. The wait would also allow the parents 
time to try out the ideas presented before being 
approached with another idea. 
Question Two: Will the children watch the tapes? 
For the second guestion, there was again a difference 
in amount of viewing by the children in the two towns, and 
in the amount of viewing in the different cycles. 90.9% 
of the children from Barnstable One were reported as 
viewing the tape sent home during Cycle A, or ten of the 
eleven participating children. 100% of the eleven children 
from Barnstable Two were also reported as viewing the 
first tape. This provided an average of 95.5% of the 
Barnstable children participating who viewed the first 
tape, or twenty-one out of a possible twenty-two. 100% of 
the eleven Dennis-Yarmouth One children were reported as 
having viewed the first tape, and 91.7% of the Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two children, or eleven out of a possible twelve, 
viewed it. This provided an average of 95.8% for Dennis- 
Yarmouth, twenty-two out of a possible twenty-three, and 
an average of 95.6% total for both systems during Cycle A, 
forty-three out of forty-five possible viewers. 
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During the Cycle B, Barnstable One parents reported 
that 91.7%, eleven out of a possible twelve, of their 
children viewed the videotape. 100% of the eleven 
Barnstable Two children viewed theirs, providing an 
average of 95.8% for the Barnstable children, or twenty- 
two out of twenty-three viewed. Dennis-Yarmouth One 
parents reported that 81.8% of their children viewed the 
second videotape, meaning that nine out of eleven viewed, 
and Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents reported 75% viewing, nine 
out of twelve. This provided a 78.3% average for the 
town, since eighteen out of a possible twenty-three 
children viewed the tape. The total average percentage of 
viewing for the two towns was reported at 87.1%. Forty 
out of a total of forty-six children viewed the tape 
during Cycle B. No parents reported that their child did 
not view the tapes, but one from Barnstable and five from 
Dennis-Yarmouth did not respond to the question. 
During the Cycle C, Barnstable One parents reported 
that 72.7% of their children viewed the tape, eight out of 
a possible eleven, and Barnstable Two participating 
parents reported that 100% of their eleven children viewed 
the tapes. This provided an average of 86.4% for the 
Barnstable children, meaning that nineteen out of the 
twenty-two children viewed the tapes. Dennis-Yarmouth One 
parents reported that 63.6% of their children viewed the 
third tape, seven out of the participating eleven, and 
Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents reported 66.7% viewing, or 
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eight out of the twelve participating, providing an 
average of 65.2% for Dennis-Yarmouth, fifteen out of a 
possible twenty-three viewers. The total average 
percentage of viewing for the two towns was 75.8%, or 
thirty-four out of a possible forty-five. These figures 
are presented in Table 2. Again, no parents from either 
system reported that their child did not view the tapes, 
but three parents from Barnstable and eight parents from 
Dennis-Yarmouth did not respond to that guestion. It is 
possible that the percentage of viewing was actually 
higher in both towns. 
Table 2 
Percentage Of Children Who Watched Tapes 
Cycle A Cycle B Cycle C 
Barnstable One 90.9 91.7 72.7 
Barnstable Two 100 100 100 
Yarmouth One 100 81.8 63.6 
Yarmouth Two 91.7 75 66.7 
Average 95.6 87.1 75.8 
Figure 2 further illustrates the figures presented 
above. 
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Figure 2 Percent of Children Who Viewed 
Question Three: Will siblings watch the videotapes? 
During Cycle A, Barnstable One parents reported that 
72.7% of them, eight out of eleven participating families, 
had siblings who watched the videotapes with the child 
from the class. Barnstable Two reported 54.6% with 
siblings viewing, or six out of the eleven participating 
families from that program, providing an average for 
Barnstable of 63.7% of the families having siblings who 
viewed the first tape. Fourteen out of the twenty-two 
Barnstable families participating included sibling 
viewers. Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported 63.6% had 
siblings who viewed the first tape, or seven of the eleven 
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participating families. Dennis-Yarmouth Two reported 
36.3%, with four of the eleven families reporting sibling 
viewers. The average percentage of families with siblings 
who watched in those classes was 50%, or eleven out of 
twenty-two families during Cycle A. Total number of 
families reporting sibling viewers for both systems was 
twenty-five out of forty-four, or 56.8%. 
During Cycle B, Barnstable One parents reported that 
58.3%, or seven out of twelve families had siblings viewed 
the tape. Barnstable Two parents, seven out of eleven, or 
63.6% reported siblings viewing. The average percentage 
of parents reporting siblings viewing in Barnstable was 
61%, or fourteen out of twenty-three families with sibling 
viewers. During the same period, Dennis-Yarmouth One 
parents reported 18.2% of the families, two out of eleven, 
had siblings that viewed, and Dennis-Yarmouth Two reported 
16.7%, or two out of twelve, also had sibling viewers. 
These reports provided an average of 17.5%, or four out of 
twenty-three families with sibling viewers reported for 
the Dennis-Yarmouth system. The total average percentage 
for both towns was 39.2%, or eighteen out of forty-six of 
the participating families who had siblings who also 
viewed the tapes in Cycle B. 
During the Cycle C, Barnstable One parents reported 
54.6% of the families, six out of eleven, had siblings who 
viewed the tape. Barnstable Two families reported 63.6%, 
seven out of eleven families, with siblings viewing. The 
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total average percentage of families reporting with 
siblings was 59.1% for Barnstable, or thirteen out of 
twenty-two families. In Dennis-Yarmouth One 27.3%, three 
out of eleven of the reporting families, told of siblings 
viewing the tape. Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents reported 
siblings viewings at 16.7%, or two out of twelve families. 
Total average percentage of reporting families with 
siblings in Dennis-Yarmouth was 22%, five out of twenty- 
three. Average total percentage for both towns was 40.6%, 
eighteen out of forty-five families included sibling 
viewers. Table 3 further presents the above findings. 
Table 3 
Percent With Siblings Watching 
Cycle A Cycle B Cycle C 
Barnstable One 
Barnstable Two 
Yarmouth One 
Yarmouth Two 
72.7 58.3 54.6 
54.6 63.6 63.6 
63.6 18.2 27.3 
36.3 16.7 16.7 
Average 56.8 39.2 40.6 
Figure 3 presents another view of the sibling 
viewings during the three cycles. 
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Figure 3 Percent With Sibling Viewers 
In addition to siblings, other children also viewed 
the videotapes. One Dennis-Yarmouth parent reported that 
her child's day care provider had shown the tapes to all 
of the children in the program and had found them to be of 
great interest. Another child, in the Barnstable system 
was picked up one day by an uncle and her cousin. The 
cousin looked at the teacher as she met them and the door, 
and stated with much suprise, "Wow, you're a movie star!" 
Her father reported that she also had viewed the tapes. 
At that point she was shown her second "movie star" 
because another of the teachers shown on the tapes was 
also in the room. 
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Question Four: Did parents view the videotapes? 
During the Cycle A, 90.9%, ten out of eleven, of the 
parents from Barnstable One reported that they viewed the 
videotape. 100% of the eleven parents from Barnstable Two 
reported viewing. This meant that 95.5% of the parents, 
or twenty-one out of twenty-two, from those two programs 
in Barnstable reported that they did view the video. One 
Barnstable One parent did not return the questionnaire, 
and also subsequently did withdraw from the program. 100% 
of the eleven Dennis-Yarmouth One parents also reported 
viewing the tape, and 91.7%, eleven out of twelve, of the 
Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents viewed it. This means that 
the average number of parents viewing from Dennis-Yarmouth 
programs was 95.8%, or twenty-two out of twenty-three. 
The total average percentage of parents from both towns 
was 95.7%, forty-four out of a possible forty-six. Again, 
no parent reported not viewing the videotape, but the one 
from Barnstable and one from Dennis-Yarmouth did not 
respond to that question. 
During the Cycle B, 91.7%, eleven out of twelve, of 
the Barnstable One parents reported that they had viewed 
the second tape. 100% of the eleven Barnstable Two 
parents also reported viewing, providing an average 
percentage of viewing for Barnstable parents at 95.8%, 
twenty-two out of twenty-three. 72.7%, eight out of 
eleven, of the Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported 
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viewing the second tape, and 66.7%, eight out of twelve, 
of the Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents reported viewing. The 
average percentage of viewing reported for Dennis-Yarmouth 
was 69.7%, or sixteen out of twenty-three. The average 
percentage of viewing for both towns was 82.8%, thirty- 
eight out of a possible forty-six. One Barnstable parent 
did not respond to the question, and six Dennis-Yarmouth 
parents also did not respond. One Dennis-Yarmouth parent 
reported not watching the tape. 
During Cycle C, 72.7%, or eight out of eleven, of the 
Barnstable One parents reported viewing the tape. 100% of 
the eleven Barnstable Two parents reported viewing it. 
The average percentage of viewing for Barnstable was 
86.4%, or nineteen out of twenty-two. Three of the 
Barnstable One parents did not respond to the question. 
63.6%, seven out of eleven, of the Dennis-Yarmouth One 
parents reported viewing the third tape, and 58.3%, or 
seven out of twelve of the Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents 
reported viewing it. Eight out of the twenty three 
Dennis-Yarmouth parents did not respond to the question, 
and one parent reported not viewing the tape. The average 
percentage viewing reported from the two Dennis-Yarmouth 
programs was 61%, fourteen out of twenty-three, and the 
total average percentage of viewing by parents from both 
towns was 73.7%, or thirty-three out of forty-five 
parents. Table 4 further presents the percentages of 
viewing by parents. 
72 
PE
R
C
EN
T 
Table 4 
Percent of Parents Who Watched Tapes 
Barnstable One 
Cycle A 
90.9 
Cycle B 
91.7 
Cycle 
72.7 
Barnstable Two 100 100 100 
Yarmouth One 100 72.7 63.6 
Yarmouth Two 91.7 66.7 58.3 
Average 95.7 82.8 73.7 
Figure 4 provides an additional view of the 
percentages of parent viewings. 
Figure 4 Percent of Parents Who Watched 
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Question Five: Did child attempt song or activity after? 
63.6% of the Barnstable One parents, seven out of 
eleven, stated that their child had attempted some type of 
follow-up activity after viewing the first videotape. Two 
parents reported no activity after, and two parents did 
not respond to the question. 63.6%, seven out of eleven, 
of the Barnstable Two parents responding also reported 
this, providing Barnstable with 63.6% of the children, or 
fourteen out of a possible twenty-two, reported as 
attempting some type of follow-up activity after viewing 
the videotape in Cycle A. Four of the Barnstable Two 
parents reported that their child did not do an activity. 
Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported that 54.6%, or six 
out of eleven, of their children attempted a follow-up 
type of activity after viewing the first videotape, and 
Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents reported that 66.7%, or eight 
out of twelve of their children also attempted this. Five 
of the Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported that their 
child did not attempt an activity, and two of the Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two parents also reported this. Two parents did 
not respond to the question. The Dennis-Yarmouth average 
response was that 60.9%, or fourteen out of twenty-three, 
of the children did attempt some type of follow-up 
activity. Average percentage for both towns was 62.1%, or 
twenty eight out of forty-five of the children attempting 
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a follow-up activity after viewing the videotape in Cycle 
A. 
Following Cycle B, 75%, nine out of twelve, of the 
Barnstable One parent responses indicated that the 
children attempted a follow-up activity after viewing the 
videotape. Two parents reported "no" and one parent did 
not respond. 45.5%, five out of eleven, of the Barnstable 
Two parents also reported children's attempts at follow-up 
activities. Six of the parents from this class reported 
no child attempts to do an activity. The total average 
percentage of follow-up activities for Barnstable children 
was 60.3%, or fourteen out of twenty-three children 
attempting such activities. Dennis-Yarmouth One program 
parents reported that 36.4%, or four out of eleven, of the 
children attempted follow-up activities after viewing the 
second videotape. Three parents reported no attempt, and 
four parents did not respond to the question. 33.3%, four 
out of twelve, of the Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents also 
reported children's attempts to perform follow-up 
activities. Six parents reported no attempts, and two 
parents did not respond. The Dennis-Yarmouth average was 
34.9%, or eight out of twenty-three, and the total average 
percentage of attempts to perform follow-up activites for 
both systems was 47.6%, twenty-two out of forty-six 
children. 
Following Cycle C, 54.6%, six out of eleven, of the 
Barnstable One parents reported that their child attempted 
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follow-up activities after viewing the videotape. One 
parent reported no attempt, and four parents did not 
respond to the question. 54.6%, six out of eleven, of the 
Barnstable Two parents also reported this, placing the 
average Barnstable percentage of children's attempts to 
perform follow-up activities at 54.6%, with twelve out of 
twenty-two children attempting activities. Five 
Barnstable Two parents reported no attempt at doing an 
activity. Yarmouth One parents reported that five out of 
eleven, or 45.5% of their children attempted follow-up 
activities after viewing the third tape. Two parents 
reported no attempts, and four parents did not respond to 
the question. 50%, six out of twelve, of the Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two parents also reported attempts to perform 
follow-up activities, and the total average reporting 
child follow-up for the Dennis-Yarmouth system was 47.8%, 
or eleven out of twenty-three. Two of the Dennis-Yarmouth 
Two parents had reported no attempts to do an activity, 
and four parents did not respond to the question. The 
total average percentage for both systems was 51.2%, 
twenty-three out of forty-five. Table 5 presents the 
above figures. 
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Table 5 
Percentage of Children Who Followed Up Tape 
Cycle A Cycle B Cycle C 
Barnstable One 63.6 75 54.6 
Barnstable Two 63.6 45.5 54.6 
Yarmouth One 54.6 36.4 45.5 
Yarmouth Two 66.7 33.3 50 
Average 62.1 47.6 51.2 
Children's attempts to perform follow-up activities 
based upon what they had viewed on the videotapes is 
further illustrated by Figure 5. 
Figure 5 Percentage of Child Follow-Up 
Many parents 
related to either 
reported that the activity attempted 
singing the song or reading the book 
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observed on the tape. Children frequently requested that 
parents read the book that had been shown on the tape, and 
several requested a bedtime story time. One peer parent 
spoke of the child and siblinqs jumping up and down on the 
bed, like the "Five Little Monkeys," but singing the tape 
theme song while jumping. Some children read along with 
the book on the tape, using their own copy. Three parents 
mentioned that their child had stated that "beside" means 
next to. One parent reported that a younger sibling who 
had viewed a tape made up her own verses to "Itsy Bitsy 
Spider" and sang it to her doll. Another peer parent 
reported hearing her two children singing the theme song, 
and finding herself also singing it. One parent told of 
his three children singing "Wheels on the Bus," and 
arguing over the order of the verses. Children were 
reported as moving toy farm animals to be "beside" other 
animals, and also showing other children, or dolls, how 
this is done. Some children played games going "around" 
objects. Several parents mentioned that after viewing the 
tapes their child/children played school, and attempted to 
imitate the performers on the tapes. Several parents also 
reported requests for books seen on the tapes, and one 
parent told of a child bursting out into a rendition of 
the "Wheels on the Bus" while riding along in the car. 
Parents also reported of children wanting to reorganize 
their room, set the table, and sort laundry. 
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Some parents reported children's activities related 
to the children observed on the videotapes. Some of the 
children attempted to move about on the floor as they had 
observed Ben do. One peer child reported to a friend 
that, "He moves that way because his legs don't work." 
Another parent reported that her child was very excited to 
see a child on tape who looks and moves much like he does. 
The tapes appear to have helped make children more aware 
of how some children with disabilities might function, and 
also helped some children who have disabilities see that 
there are other children with similar disabilities. Only 
one parent reported that her child was negatively affected 
by a child on the tape, and that related only to the fact 
that her child had found the child on the tape difficult 
to understand. One program child from Dennis-Yarmouth was 
excited because on one of the tapes the child seen was a 
friend from Early Intervention, whom he had not seen in a 
couple of years. The children from Barnstable One program 
were excited in turn when they viewed the tape that had 
one of their classmates in it. They may not have viewed 
the tape more often, but parents reported more careful 
watching. 
Barnstable parents also reported that the children 
were excited by seeing their teachers on the tapes. They 
seemed happy seeing familiar people and materials, and 
especially familiar books and songs. One Barnstable child 
stated, "You came to my house, and I came to yours." This 
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was in reference to the segments filmed in the teacher's 
home. 
Question Six: How many times did parents watch the tape? 
There was much variation of responses from Barnstable 
One parents after Cycle A of the tapes regarding how many 
times they had viewed their tape. The parents who viewed 
it the least watched once, and the parent who viewed it 
the most reported watching it 30-50 times. The average 
number of viewings reported for this group of parents was 
5.5 times. Barnstable Two parents did not have as large a 
variation in times reported. The least number of viewings 
was reported at 1 time, and the most at 5 times. The 
average number of viewings for parents from this program 
was 2.4 times. The average total for Barnstable was 3.9 
times. Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported a variation 
of from 1 to 10 viewings, with the average number at 2.8 
viewings. Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents reported from 0 to 
10 viewings, with an average of 2.9. The average for the 
system was 2.9 viewings, and the average of both systems 
was 3.4 viewings during Cycle A. 
After Cycle B of videotapes the parents from 
Barnstable One reported number of viewings ranging from 1 
to 10-20. The average reported was 3.3. Barnstable Two 
parents reported a variatiom of 0 to 5 viewings, with an 
average of 2.0. The average for Barnstable was 2.7 
viewings. Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported number of 
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viewings ranging from 0 to 20, with average of 3.2. The 
range of viewings reported by Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents 
was from 0 to 30-40, with an average of 3.8. The total 
average for Dennis-Yarmouth was 3.5 viewings of the second 
tape. The combined average number of viewings was 3.1 
viewings. 
After Cycle C, Barnstable One parents reported a 
variation of viewings of from 1 to 40. The average 
reported was 5.1 viewings. The average reported by 
Barnstable Two parents was 2.8, with a variation of from 1 
to 10 viewings. Total average for Barnstable was 4.0 
viewings for the third tape. Dennis-Yarmouth One parents 
reported a range of from 1 to 6 viewings, with an average 
of 1.5. Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents reported a range of 
from 1 to 3 viewings, and an average of 1.4. Average 
number of viewings for the Dennis-Yarmouth system was 1.5. 
The total average number of viewings for both systems was 
2.8. Table 6 presents viewing information. 
Table 6 
Average Parent Viewings 
Cycle A Cycle B Cycle C 
Barnstable One 5.5 3.3 5.1 
Barnstable Two 2.4 2.0 2.8 
Yarmouth One 2.8 3.2 1.5 
Yarmouth Two 2.9 3.8 1.4 
Average 3.4 3.1 
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Information about the average number of viewings of 
the videotapes by parents during each cycle is also 
presented in Figure 6. 
Cd 
LlJ 
m 
Barns. 1 Barns. 
■I Cycle A 
D-Y 1 
Cycle B 
D-Y 2 
B Cycle C 
Average 
Figure 6 Average Parent Viewings 
In each of the systems, there was at least one parent 
who reported an exceptionally high number of viewings. 
Reliability of the report might be guestioned, but the 
Barnstable One parent identified herself during a teacher 
visit, and related the many times the family had observed 
the tape. She reported it as a favorite activity for her 
child, and a special time that they spent together. This 
parent reported that the tapes really helped her 
understand how to help her child. From the Dennis- 
Yarmouth system, a parent reported that, "We watch the 
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tape 3 or 4 times every day." She further stated that it 
was a favorite activity. It was interesting to note that 
one of the groups who watched the tapes contained a large 
number of bilingual parents. It is possible that the 
parents were using the tapes to help themselves also with 
English. One parent reported that the tapes helped her, 
"...learn the words." 
Question Seven: How many times did your child watch the 
tape? 
Responses to this question again included a variation 
in answers from the parents. Parents of children from 
Barnstable One program after Cycle A reported a range of 
from 1 to 30-50 viewings by their children. The average 
of this group was 6.0 viewings. Barnstable Two parents 
reported a range of from 1 to 8 viewings, with an average 
of 3.1. The average for Barnstable children was 4.6 
viewings of the tape during Cycle A. Dennis-Yarmouth One 
parents reported a variation of from 1 to 20 viewings by 
their children, with an average of 4.5 viewings of the 
first tape. Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents reported a 
variation of from 1 to 10, and an average of 2.7 viewings. 
The average total for Dennis-Yarmouth was 3.6 viewings. 
Average number of child viewings total for both systems 
was 4.1 during Cycle A. 
After Cycle B, the Barnstable One parents reported a 
range of viewings of from 1 to 30-50, with an average of 
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5.9. The Barnstable Two parents reported a range of from 
0 to 5 viewings, and an average of 2.0. Total average for 
Barnstable was 4.0. Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported 
a variation of from 2 to 10 child viewings during this 
cycle, with an average of 4.3. The range for Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two was from 1 to 30-40 viewings, with an average 
of 3.8. The average for this system was 4.1 viewings, and 
the total average of child viewings for both systems was 
4.1. 
After Cycle C of tapes, the Barnstable One parents 
reported a range of child viewings of from 1 to 40, with 
an average of 5.7 for that program. Barnstable Two 
parents reported a range of from 1 to 10 viewings, and 
their average was 2.7. The total average for Barnstable 
was 4.2. Dennis-Yarmouth One parents reported a range of 
from 1 to 10 viewings, an average of 2.4, and Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two parents reported a range of from 1 to 3 
viewings, an average of 1.2. Average number of child 
viewings for that system was 1.8, and the total average 
for both systems was 3. Table 7 presents the percentages 
of children's viewings of the videotapes. Although 
children also tended to use each tape a little less time, 
their drop in viewing was not as great as that of the 
parents. 
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Table 7 
Average Child Viewings 
Barnstable One 
Cycle A 
6.0 
Cycle B 
5.9 
Cycle 
5.7 
Barnstable Two 3.1 2.0 2.7 
Yarmouth One 4.5 4.3 2.4 
Yarmouth Two 2.7 3.8 1.2 
Average 4.1 4.1 3 
Figure 7 also presents an illustration of the 
variations in viewing times. Barnstable One maintained 
the highest number of child viewings, and Dennis-Yarmouth 
One was second. 
Figure 7 Average Child Viewings 
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Question Eight: Did the parents attempt follow-up 
activities? 
81.8%, which was nine out of eleven, of the 
Barnstable One parents reported that they attempted an 
activity based upon what they had seen on the videotape 
during the Cycle A. Two of the parents did not respond to 
the question. Barnstable Two parents reported that ten 
out of eleven, or 90.9% of them, had also attempted 
activities. One parent reported no attempt to try an 
activity. These figures provide an average of 86.4%, or 
nineteen out of twenty-two, of the parents from the 
Barnstable programs who attempted follow-up activities. 
45.5%, five out of eleven, of the Dennis-Yarmouth One 
parents attempted activities, and 50%, six out of twelve, 
of the Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents also did. Five Dennis- 
Yarmouth One parents reported that they did not attempt an 
activity, and one parent did not respond. Four of the 
Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents did not attempt an activity, 
and two did not respond. The total average for that 
system was 47.8%, eleven out of twenty-three, for Cycle A 
of videotapes. Average for the two systems was 67.1%, or 
thirty out of forty-five parents who attempted a follow-up 
activity after viewing the tape in Cycle A. 
After Cycle B of videotapes, six out of twelve, or 
50% of the Barnstable One parents reported that they had 
attempted follow-up activities. Four parents reported 
that they did not attempt an activity, and there were two 
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parents who did not respond to that question. 81.8%, nine 
out of eleven, of the Barnstable Two parents also 
attempted them. Two parents did not respond to the 
question. The average for the two programs from 
Barnstable was 66%, fifteen out of twenty-three of the 
parents who attempted activities. 18.2%, two out of 
eleven, of the Dennis-Yarmouth One parents attempted 
activities, and 33.3%, four out of twelve, of the Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two group did. Six Dennis-Yarmouth One parents 
reported that they did not attempt activities, and three 
parents did not respond to the question. Five Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two parents reported that they did not attempt an 
activity and three parents did not respond to the 
question. Average for those programs was 25.8%, or six 
out of twenty-three. Total average for both systems was 
45.9%, twenty-one out of forty-six parents who attempted 
an activity after viewing their tape in Cycle B. 
After Cycle C, the Barnstable One parents reported 
that 54.6%, six out of eleven, of them had attempted 
activities with their child. Two parents did not attempt 
activities, and three parents did not respond. 81.8%, 
nine out of eleven, of the Barnstable Two parents also 
attempted activities, providing an average of 68.2%, or 
fifteen out of twenty-two, of the parents from Barnstable 
who attempted activities. Two of the Barnstable Two 
parents reported that they did not attempt an activity. 
27.3%, three out of eleven, of the Dennis-Yarmouth One 
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parents also reported that they attempted activities, 
along with 41.7%, or five out of twelve, of the Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two parents. Four Dennis-Yarmouth One parents did 
not attempt an activity, and four parents did not respond. 
One Dennis-Yarmouth Two parent did not attempt an 
activity, and six parents did not respond to the question. 
The average for the two classes from that system was 
34.5%, which was eight out of twenty-three of the parents 
who reported attempting activities. The average for both 
systems was 51.4%, or twenty-three out of forty-five 
parents who reported attempting follow-up activities after 
viewing their videotape for Cycle C. Table 8 presents the 
percentages of viewings by the parents after each of the 
cycles. 
Table 8 
Percentage of Parent Follow Up 
Cycle A Cycle B Cycle C 
Barnstable One 81.8 50 54.6 
Barnstable Two 90.9 81.8 81.8 
Yarmouth One 45.5 18.2 27.3 
Yarmouth Two 50 33.3 41.7 
Average 67.1 45.9 51.4 
Figure 8 also represents the percentages of parental 
attempts at follow-up activities after viewing the tapes 
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in each of the cycles. Barnstable Two parents 
consistently maintained a very high rate of attempts. 
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Figure 8 Percent of Parent Follow-Up 
Parents reported using concepts during everyday 
activities, organizing children's rooms for easier pick-up 
and accessibility, and including children in routine tasks 
such as sorting laundry, setting the table, and picking 
up. Some parents attempted bedtime routines, with varying 
success. One peer parent reported that after viewing a 
tape she did not attempt an activity, but instead joined 
in with the activity the children were doing and included 
the concepts observed on the tape. Another peer parent 
reported that his children asked him to work with them and 
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organize their rooms with storage boxes. One program 
parent reported that the tapes helped her know how to ask 
her child questions that would encourage her to talk. 
Parents used the book All by Mvself to encourage their 
children to attempt more things by themself. Another use 
parents found for the tapes was as a vehicle for family 
discussion about other families and what they did. 
Question Nine: Did you feel that the videotapes were 
helpful? 
63.6%, seven out of eleven, of the Barnstable One 
parents reported that they found the videotapes to be 
beneficial, and 81.9%, nine out of eleven, of the 
Barnstable Two parents also found them to be beneficial. 
Four of the Barnstable One parents did not respond to the 
question, and two of the Barnstable Two parents did not 
respond to it. An average of 72.8%, or sixteen out of 
twenty-two, of the Barnstable parents reported the 
videotapes to be beneficial to them. 45.5%, five out of 
eleven, of the Dennis-Yarmouth One parents found the tapes 
to be beneficial, and 50%, six out of twelve, of the 
Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents also found that to be true. 
Five of the Dennis-Yarmouth One parents did not respond to 
the question, and one was unsure. Four of the Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two parents did not respond, and two were unsure 
of any benefit. The average for the two Dennis-Yarmouth 
programs was 47.8%, or eleven out of twenty-three, and the 
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total average for both systems was 60.3%, or twenty-seven 
out of forty-five of the parents who reported that they 
found the videotapes to be beneficial. Table 9 presents 
the percentages of parents who reported finding the 
videotapes to be beneficial. 
Table 9 
Percent Feeling Tapes Were Helpful 
Barnstable One 63.4 
Barnstable Two 81.9 
Yarmouth One 45.5 
Yarmouth Two 50 
Average 60.3 
The percentages are also presented in graph form 
through Figure 9. A higher percentage of parents from 
both of the Barnstable programs reported finding benefit 
from the videotapes. 
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Figure 9 Percent Finding Tapes to be Helpful 
Parents explained how they thought the tapes were 
beneficial. Several mentioned the ideas depicted by the 
families on the tapes as being beneficial, and one parent 
stated that the tape, "Provides simple, straight forward 
approach to learning games." Another parent reported, "I 
think the kids are learning alot about how children 
w/special need have set up their house in ways to make 
them more independent." She added, "We have also learned 
their ideas are great for any child. In a sense I think 
they are beginning to realize how lucky they are to have 
use of all their body parts." Another parent also 
mentioned the families. "I like to see ways the families 
encourage independence in their children- ways they 
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include them in household chores. This is not a strength 
of mine- something I would like to change." One program 
parent reported that, "_ loved seeing his friend, 
'Ben' on video and paid real close attention to the 
segments that included Ben." She also reported that she 
found, "...helpful ideas throughout the tape." Several 
parents mentioned learning vocabulary. As one parent 
stated, "It gave me some ideas on introducing new words to 
the children." One of the parents who had reported 
frequent viewings of the tapes reported that, "They were 
helpful in ways showing my children that no matter how 
small you are you're able to do alot of things on your 
own, such as keeping your room neat, putting things away, 
and showing me as a parent fun ways of teaching my 
children the meaning of words." Another parent stated, 
"It showed me how to let kids have a good time." 
One parent focused on reading, and said, "Helpful to 
see how others organize time together during reading 
time." Several parents mentioned the "Circle of Friends" 
song. They stated that both they and their children 
enjoyed singing it. One parent reported that her child 
was especially interested in the boy, Justin, because he 
has the same name. Another parent reported that the tapes 
are, "...really a nice idea- helpful to see other families 
in action (for both child and parent). Only one peer 
parent reported that she felt there was benefit only for 
"handicapped" children. This parent found benefit for. 
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"setting up room- if you had a handicapped child." 
Another parent stated, "I feel _ got something out of 
the tape, even his sitting and watching, listening to the 
tape was a huge success." A parent who is bilingual 
wrote, "I learned some words and _ also. _ 
asked me about means of beside in Portuguese and learned 
very well." Many parents reported that they benefitted 
from the activities the taped families presented. They 
appreciated including children in family chores, bedtime 
routines, bedroom and toy organizing to enable 
independence and make picking up a more manageable task, 
and the presentations of succesful story times. 
Some of the parents focused on the value of 
videotapes as a whole. One parent reported, "The children 
[3 1/2 and 2 yrs] enjoyed all the tapes we viewed." 
Another parent wrote, "Videos are great to assist in 
demonstrating parenting skills, also to motivate children 
to do other activities 'because it was on T.V.'" A parent 
related that his children seemed to naturally incorporate 
portions of the video into their playtime. He reported 
that he tends to rely heavily on the television as a means 
of keeping the kids occupied, and "...these tapes hold 
their attention better than many commercial tapes because 
they provide familiar faces in familiar settings." This 
was a Barnstable parent, and his statement perhaps 
provides some insight into why there was more of a 
positive response from the Barnstable parents. It was the 
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teachers of the Barnstable students who were observed on 
the videotapes, and "They love to show off their teachers 
and school." When the Barnstable children viewed the 
tapes, they were in a sense showing off their teachers and 
school, and were viewing familiar faces and settings. For 
a child who perhaps experiences some hesitation about 
school, the next statement also provides some insight, "I 
think that having a little bit of the school at home makes 
school seem secure and less threatening." Perhaps having 
a videotape including school and teachers would enable a 
smoother transition into school for the hesitant child. 
The impression that videotapes can make upon a child 
is significant. One of the parents reported that other 
than favorite songs on the videotapes, his children were 
most affected by the "host family" on the tape. He 
reported that, "They are fascinated by being able to have 
an intimate visit into another child's home. The video 
child acquires T.V. star status." He then told about how 
his children tried to emulate the child on the tapes, 
rearranging their rooms and playing the games he played. 
The parent concludes by stating that, "What a good video 
can do to a child is pretty impressive." 
Additional Findings 
In addition to the responses provided to the direct 
questions asked by the researcher, additional information 
was also obtained from the parents' responses. Each 
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videotape was viewed somewhat less than the previous one. 
The combined average of viewing for the Cycle A was 95.7%, 
for Cycle B it was 87.1%, and for Cycle C it was 75.6%. 
95.45% of the Barnstable parents had viewed the first 
tape, and 95.84% of the Dennis-Yarmouth parents. Both 
systems had similar amounts of video viewing. 
During the Cycle B a gap occurred, with 95.9% of the 
Barnstable parents reporting that the tapes had been used, 
and 78.4% of the Dennis-Yarmouth parents also reporting 
use. This is a variation of 17.5% points. The difference 
increased after the Cycle C, when 86.1% of the Barnstable 
parents reported viewing, and 65.2% of the Dennis-Yarmouth 
parents reported viewing. The variation became 20.9% 
points. These findings indicate that in both systems 
viewing lessened with each cycle, but in the Dennis- 
Yarmouth system it lessened more. 
The same pattern followed for chidren's viewing of 
the videotapes. Sibling viewing also followed a similar 
pattern, with the exception of Cycle C. After Cycle A 
63.7% of the Barnstable parents reported siblings had 
watched the videotapes, and 50% of the Dennis-Yarmouth 
parents also reported sibling viewings. After the Cycle B 
61% of the Barnstable parents reported siblings watching, 
and 17.5% of the Dennis-Yarmouth parents also did, a 
difference of 43.5%, and after Cycle C, 59.1% of the 
Barnstable parents reported siblings watching, and 22% of 
the Dennis-Yarmouth parents also reported this. The 
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difference between sibling viewings in the two towns was 
37.1%. The Yarmouth siblings watching the videotapes 
increased with the Cycle C. 
For parents viewing the tapes, both systems were 
close after the Cycle A, with Barnstable parents reporting 
that 95.5% of them had viewed the tape, and Dennis- 
Yarmouth parents reporting that 95.9% of them also had 
viewed the tapes, a difference of .4%. After Cycle B, 
again a variation appears between the two percentages. 
95.9% of the Barnstable parents reported viewing the 
videotapes, and 69.7% of the Dennis-Yarmouth parents 
reported viewing. This is a variation of 26.2% points. 
After Cycle C, 86.4% of the Barnstable parents reported 
viewing the tapes, and 61% of the Dennis-Yarmouth parents 
also reported viewing them, a difference of 25.4% points. 
Again, however, the over-all trend was for fewer viewers 
after each cycle. 
There was less of a decline in response, and less of 
a difference between the two systems for percent of 
children who attempted an activity after viewing the 
tapes. After Cycle A, 63.6% of the Barnstable parents 
reported that their child had attempted an activity based 
upon something that they had seen on the videotape. 60.7% 
of the Dennis-Yarmouth parents also reported this, a 
difference of 2.9%. After Cycle B, 60.3% of the 
Barnstable parents reported children's activities, and 
34.9% from Dennis-Yarmouth also reported them, a 
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difference of 25.4%. After the Cycle C 54.6% of the 
Barnstable parents reported that their child had attempted 
follow-up activities, and 47.8% of the Dennis-Yarmouth 
parents also reported this, a difference of 6.8% between 
the systems. For Barnstable children, the difference 
between Cycle A and Cycle C was 9.0% fewer attempts at 
follow-up. For Dennis-Yarmouth children this difference 
was 12.9%. 
During Cycle A the Barnstable parents viewed the tape 
an average of 4.0 times, while the Dennis-Yarmouth parents 
viewed their tapes an average of 2.9 times, 1.1 fewer 
times average than Barnstable. During Cycle B Barnstable 
parents viewed an average of 2.6 times, and Dennis- 
Yarmouth parents increased their viewings to 3.5 times, a 
difference of .9, almost reversing the figures from Cycle 
A. During Cycle C the Barnstable parents viewed an 
average of 4 times, and the Dennis-Yarmouth parents 
reported viewing an average of 1.4 times, for a difference 
of 2.6 viewings average more for Barnstable parents. 
The same reversing of figures appeared for the 
reported times that the children viewed the videotapes 
after Cycles A and B. After Cycle A, Barnstable parents 
reported that their children had watched the first 
videotape an average of 4.6 times, and Dennis-Yarmouth 
parents reported that their children had watched the tapes 
an average of 3.6 times, a difference of an average of one 
viewing per child more for Barnstable. After Cycle B, 
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Barnstable parents reported 4 times as the average 
viewings by their children, and Dennis-Yarmouth parents 
reported 4.1 viewings as the average. The difference 
between the two systems was .1 more viewings per Dennis- 
Yarmouth child. After Cycle C, Barnstable parents 
reported 4.2 as the average number of times their children 
had viewed the videotape, and Dennis-Yarmouth reported 1.8 
times, an average difference of 2.4 more viewings per 
Barnstable child. The average number of viewings by the 
Barnstable children during the three cycles was 4.2 times, 
and the average for the Dennis-Yarmouth children was 3.2 
times, an average difference of one more viewing for each 
Barnstable child. 
For parents attempting follow-up activities, the 
decrease in scores occurred between the Cycles A and B, 
with the activities increasing after Cycle C. 86.4% of 
the Barnstable parents reported that they had attempted 
follow-up activities after Cycle A, and 47.8% of the 
Dennis-Yarmouth parents also reported this, a difference 
of 38.6% more Barnstable parents attempting activities. 
After Cycle B, 66% of the Barnstable parents reported 
attempting activities, and 25.8% of the Dennis-Yarmouth 
parents also did, 40.2% more of the Barnstable parents 
attempting activities. After the third cycle these 
figures rose to 68.2% of the Barnstable parents attempting 
activities, and 34.5% of the Dennis-Yarmouth parents also 
attempting them, a difference of 33.7%. Consistently, the 
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Barnstable parents reported more attempts doing activities 
based upon what they had seen on the videotapes. 
The difference between the findings from the two 
systems is also apparent in the responses to the question 
asking if the videotapes were perceived as being 
beneficial. 72.8% of the Barnstable parents reported 
finding them beneficial, and 47.8% of the Dennis-Yarmouth 
parents also reported them to be beneficial. 25% more of 
the Barnstable parents responding found the tapes to be 
beneficial. 
It is expected that the consistently higher figures 
from the Barnstable programs have to do with familiarity 
with the performers on the videotapes. While the Dennis- 
Yarmouth parents were very willing to participate, and did 
so very well, there was not the same level of commitment, 
or ownership, to the videotapes, or possibly to the 
project as a whole. 
Differences between peer model and program family 
responses. 
Another area of comparison was between the figures 
representing families who have a child with special needs, 
and those who do not. The peer model families had been 
included in the study because of the researcher's 
commitment to inclusion, and belief that peer model 
children and families also will benefit from the video 
programs. For question one. Cycles A and B, there was no 
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difference between responses of parents of peer and 
program children. High percentages of both populations 
from both systems viewed the videotapes. After Cycle C the 
one peer parent from Dennis-Yarmouth One did not respond 
to the question, while 40% of the parents of the program 
children did not respond. From Dennis-Yarmouth Two three 
out of three of the peer parents responded, but 44%, or 
four out of nine of the program parents did not. 
For question two, regarding if children viewed the 
tapes, there was no difference between peer and program 
parent responses after Cycle A, and negligible difference 
after Cycles B and C, because so many of the children from 
both groups did watch the tapes. 
Some differences within the two populations occurred 
when reporting about sibling viewing of the tapes. After 
viewing the first tape two out of three of the peer 
parents from Barnstable One reported a sibling viewed the 
tape, while six out of eight of the program parents 
reported the same thing. For Barnstable Two three out of 
five of the peer parents reported sibling viewing, and 
three out of six of the program parents reported it. For 
Dennis-Yarmouth One the one peer parent reported sibling 
viewings and six out of ten of the program parents 
reported it, while from Dennis-Yarmouth Two two out of 
three of the peer parents reported it and two out of nine 
of the program parents did. 
101 
After the Cycle B, three out of three of the peer 
parents from Barnstable One reported that siblings had 
vieved the second videotape, and four out of nine of the 
program parents reported the same thing. For Barnstable 
Two the figures were three out of five of the peer parents 
reporting "yes" for siblings and three out of six of the 
program parents. For Dennis-Yarmouth One, the one peer 
parent reported a sibling viewing and six out of ten of 
the program parents also reported this, and for Dennis- 
Yarmouth Two one out of three of the peer parents reported 
that a sibling also viewed the tape and one out of nine of 
the program parents also did (three of the program parents 
did not respond to the question). After Cycle C the 
figures remained essentially the same for peer parents, 
but from Barnstable One, two program parents did not 
respond to the question, from Barnstable Two one did not, 
and from both Dennis-Yarmouth programs four program 
parents did not respond. 
In responding to the question about parent viewing, a 
difference between peer and program parent responses was 
evident. After the Cycle A, almost 100% of the parents 
reported viewing the videotape. After the Cycle B the 
Barnstable parent responses from both groups remained at 
almost 100%, but the Dennis-Yarmouth One peer parent did 
not respond to the question and eight out of ten of the 
program parents reported that they had viewed the tape. 
For Dennis-Yarmouth Two parents, all three of the model 
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parents reported that they had viewed the tape and five 
out of nine of the program parents reported that they also 
had viewed the tapes. 
After Cycle C , two out of three of the Barnstable 
One peer parents reported viewing (one parent did not 
respond to the question), and seven out of eight of the 
program parents reported this (one parent did not 
respond). All of the Barnstable Two peer and program 
parents again reported that they had viewed the tape. For 
Dennis-Yarmouth One the peer parent and six out of ten of 
the program parents reported watching it (four parents did 
not respond). From Dennis-Yarmouth Two three out of three 
peer parents reported watching the tape and four out of 
nine program parents did. Four parents did not respond to 
the question, and one reported not viewing the tape. 
For reports of follow-up activities by children after 
they had viewed the tapes, consistently more peer children 
attempted activities. 74% of the peer children were 
reported as having attempted activities after viewing the 
tapes, and 45.4% of the program parents reported that 
their children had attempted activities. This indicates 
that 28.7% more peer children attempted follow-up 
activities. 
The difference between reports of number of times 
that both peer and program parents viewed the tapes is 
slight. Peer parents reported viewing the three tapes an 
average of 2.4 times, and program parents reported viewing 
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them an average of 2.3 times, a difference of .1. In 
figuring those averages, if one parent had reported a much 
larger amount of viewing, that figure was discounted, and 
not used in the averages. If those figures had been 
included, the average for peer parents would have been 3.6 
times for peer parents and 3.7 times for program parents. 
The number of times children viewed the tapes shows 
more variation between peer and program children. The 
total average number of viewings reported for the three 
cycles by peer parents was 2.4 and the total average 
number reported by program parents was 3.0, a difference 
of .6 viewings. Again, those averaged did not include the 
highest figures reported. With those figures included, 
the averages are 3.4 viewings by peer children and 4.1 
viewings by program children, a difference of .7 viewings. 
The average percentage of peer parents reporting that 
they had attempted follow-up activities after viewing the 
three videotapes was 60.3%. The average percentage of 
program parents reporting attempts at follow-up activities 
was 62.4%, a difference of 2.1%. 
The area of greatest difference between peer and 
program parents was in the responses to the question 
regarding whether or not they had found the videotapes to 
be helpful. 78.3% of the peer parents reported that they 
had found the videotapes to be beneficial, while 90% of 
the program parents also found them to be helpful, a 
difference of 11.7%. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary 
It was the purpose of this study to investigate if 
cooperatively prepared videotapes could serve as a bridge 
between home and school. In order to complete this 
investigation, a series of three videotapes was prepared 
for dissemination among volunteer families from two school 
systems. Performers on the tapes included teachers and 
families who were served by one of the systems. The 
families participated in the planning of the videotapes, 
choosing the book that they wished to read, an activity 
that would portray how they used a targeted concept during 
a routine activity, and finally, a presentation about how 
they had solved a particular issue that they had found to 
be challenging. The teachers provided introduction of the 
concept to be portrayed, through symbolic play, and 
supplementary stories and songs. Additionally, the parent 
of a child who has a severe disability also assisted, by 
providing the theme song for the videotapes, "Circle of 
Friends." 
Two Special Needs Preschool classes from the 
Barnstable school system participated in the study, along 
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with two similar classes from the Dennis-Yarmouth school 
system. The classes were matched for numbers and types of 
program participants. 
After permission was obtained for the two systems to 
participate, the researcher met with the teachers, to 
inform them of the study, and ask for their participation. 
Letters were then sent home to the parents of children in 
those programs, telling them about the videotape project, 
and asking them if they were willing to participate in the 
study. They were informed that they would be asked to 
view each of three videotapes, and then respond to a 
questionnaire that was to be included with each tape. 
They were to have each tape in their home for 
approximately two weeks. Of the forty-seven parents who 
initially indicated that they would be willing to 
participate, forty five stayed with the program to 
completion. One family had to withdraw before the study 
began, because of hospitalization of their child, and 
another family withdrew because of lack of interest. 
Another family was unable to view the first videotape 
because their recorder was broken. They joined in on the 
study after their recorder was repaired. 
Specific questions that the study attempted to answer 
included the following: 
1. Will the parents use the tapes that are provided? 
2. Will the children watch the tapes? 
3. Will the parents also watch them? 
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4. Will siblings or other family members watch them? 
5. Do the parents note any effect from the tape, ex. 
the child singing a song or doing at home an 
activity that was shown on the tape? 
6. How much time was spent by the adults with a 
tape? 
7. How much time was spent by the children with a 
tape? 
8. Would parents attempt any follow-up activities? 
9. Did the parents perceive the tapes as being 
beneficial? If yes, in what ways? 
10. Were there changes in any of the areas during 
the period the tapes were viewed? Ex. did 
parent viewing time lessen or increase with each 
successive tape? 
Additionally, the research investigated if 
familiarity with the "performers" on the tapes affected 
the amount of use and/or responses to the questionnaire, 
and if there is a difference in the responses from parents 
of model and program children. 
Conclusions 
One of the first findings from this study was that 
both parents and teachers from the participating programs 
were very responsive to the idea of the videotapes, and 
very willingly contributed to the study. Because the 
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researcher is from the Barnstable system, and the teacher 
of one of the classes represented, it was expected that 
cooperation from that system might be high. What also was 
discovered was that the teachers from Dennis-Yarmouth were 
also very willing to contribute, and in fact they were 
required to make considerable effort in retrieving the 
tapes after each cycle, and in disseminating them. They 
willingly made phone calls to both the researcher and 
parents, and provided carrier service between the towns 
through a teacher who lives in Barnstable, but works in 
Dennis-Yarmouth. Teachers want to find new ways to help 
their children and their families, and they are more than 
willing to make the extra effort that this goal sometimes 
requires. 
Parents from both systems reported that they did 
indeed use the videotapes. For each cycle the tapes were 
used somewhat less, but average usage for both systems 
during the three cycles was 86.2%. 
Children from both systems did view the videotapes. 
Again, the percentage of viewing decreased somewhat for 
each cycle, but the average percentage for both systems 
for the three cycles was 86.2% 
Siblings also watched the videotapes, their numbers 
decreasing somewhat with each cycle. Total average 
percentage of siblings from both systems reported as 
viewing the tapes during the three cycles was 45.5%. 
108 
Parents reported that they viewed the videotapes with 
their child. The average percentage of parents viewing 
from both towns during the three cycles was 84.1% Again, 
the number of parents viewing decreased with each of the 
cycles, but remained strong throughout the study. 
Many of the children did attempt an activity after 
viewing a videotape. Average percentage of follow-up 
activities by the children from both systems during the 
three cycles was 53.7%. 
Most of the parents did view the videotapes at least 
two times during each cycle, as had been requested in the 
volunteer sign-up form. The average number of times that 
parents from the two systems viewed the videotapes during 
the three cycles was 3.1 times. 
Children also viewed the videotapes more than the 
requested minimum of two times. The average number of 
times that children from the two systems viewed the tapes 
during the three cycles was 3.7. 
Many parents indicated that they did attempt home 
activities based upon what they had observed on the 
videotapes. Percent of parents from both systems who 
attempted follow-up activities following the three cycles 
was reported at 54.8%. 
Parents did perceive the videotapes as being 
beneficial. 60.3% of all participating parents from both 
systems reported that they felt that the videotapes were 
beneficial. 
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There were changes during the cycles of viewing. 
Participation tended to lessen with each cycle. It had 
initially been expected that perhaps the opposite would be 
true, with parents gaining confidence as they attempted 
activities. Instead, other factors had more significant 
impact. The factor most frequently reported was illness. 
Familiarity with the performers appears to have been 
the most significant influence upon the child viewers and 
parent reports of child follow-up. The children who were 
familiar with at least some of the performers on the tapes 
were more apt to watch the tapes, watched more intently, 
as reported by parents, and were more likely to attempt an 
activity at home. 
There was less of a difference between peer model 
families and families of children with disabilities. In 
some instances the peer model families reported more 
follow-up activities, perhaps because those children were 
more able to do more of the activities. Families appeared 
to be invested in their program, whether they were peer or 
program families. 
The factor that seemed to make the most difference 
to all participants was familiarity with performers. The 
class that had the highest percentages of participation 
was the Barnstable Two class, not this researcher's class. 
One possible explanation for this is that for those 
children both teachers are very well known, and 
additionally, their own teacher has been to their home 
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several times. For those participants there was the 
highest level of familiarity. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
It is believed that this study has clearly shown that 
there is interest in the use of videotapes as a bridge 
between home and school, and there is also willingness to 
use the tapes. Findings have also shown that familiarity 
with the performers is a significant factor in how much 
the videotapes will be used. These findings strongly 
present the case for teachers to work with their families 
and prepare videotapes to be shared with them. Families 
are very willing to participate, and have some very 
beneficial ideas for other families. The videotapes 
empower participating families to help other families. 
During the current research some guestions presented 
for further study. It was noted that there was a decrease 
in participation with each of the cycles, although for 
some factors it was a slight decrease. Was this decrease 
in response primarily due to too many tapes too soon, as 
was indicated by some parents? Would it be more 
beneficial for there to be a longer period between tapes? 
Most beneficial time span for families to have the tapes 
was also not investigated. It is possible that two weeks 
is not long enough. Different periods of time should be 
investigated. Optimal number of tapes to be distributed 
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in a given time period also was not investigated. It is 
possible that families would willingly watch a specific 
number of tapes, but not more than that number. 
Popularity of any one of the tapes was also not 
investigated. It is possible that negative or positive 
responses may have related to the particular tape a family 
had. This investigation was not part of the intent of 
this particular study, and did not appear to be indicated, 
because all three of the tapes were at times mentioned in 
a positive way. Music and books that were very well known 
were used on all of the tapes. It is possible that less 
familiar material may not have received the same positive 
reaction from the children. Additionally, two of the 
three "host" children had very visible disabilities. Use 
of children with more or less visible disabilities might 
have affected the findings. Families portrayed attempted 
to present a cross section of types of families, however, 
when the actual videotaping was done, neither of the 
fathers from the two parent homes was available to 
participate. This factor is in part compensated for by 
the fact that one of the teachers on the tapes is male, 
but it still would be of interest to determine if a male 
figure in a family would have made a difference. The 
videotapes utilized in this study were also not 
professionally prepared. It is possible that videotapes 
of higher visual quality would also have increased the 
number of positive responses. This issue was not 
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addressed through the study, because feasibility of other 
teachers reproducing the material was a specific goal. 
Teachers might have access to a videocamera, but they 
might not have access to a professional videotaper. 
Affect of varying quality of tapes could, however, be a 
recommended aspect of future research. 
Because so many of the parent comments on the 
questionnaires related to the families portrayed, it is 
strongly recommended that future videotapes also include 
families. The children relate to the teachers seen, but 
the other family members seem to especially appreciate the 
family to family portrayals. Families are placed in a 
role where they are enabled to provide beneficial material 
to other families. The videotaped families also expressed 
desire to help other families, through their eagerness to 
participate in the project. Future videotapes might 
include the families to an even greater extent through an 
increasing role in the planning and videotaping. 
Recommendations for further study include the 
following: 
1. What is the optimum spacing for distribution 
of videotapes, since spacing appears to be 
a significant factor in amount ofviewing? 
2. What particular types of material would be 
most popular on tapes? 
3. Does familiarity affect popularity of books 
and materials? 
113 
4. What affect on viewing does degree of disability 
of child portrayed have? 
5. Would presence of a father in the family seen 
affect amount of viewing? 
6. What affect would result from increased input 
from families being filmed? 
7. Would use of professionally filmed tapes impact 
amount of viewing? 
8. What is the optimal number of tapes to be 
distributed in a targeted time period? 
The information presented by the participating 
families strongly indicates the interest in use of 
videotapes as a Video Bridge between home and school. It 
is hoped that at least for the participating systems this 
bridge will be allowed to continue. 
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APPENDIX A 
PARENTS' VIDEOTAPE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Dear Parents, 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the 
videotape research that is part of my doctoral program. 
The purpose of this research is to determine if the tapes 
can serve as a beneficial tool for families. 
At the end of the two weeks with your tape, please 
take a few minutes to answer the questions below. These 
questionnaires are coded in the upper right so that I know 
which class and which tape you have, but your responses 
are anonymous. Feel free to respond as openly as you 
wish. Return the tape and this questionnaire to your 
child's school with your child. Thank you again for 
participating in this project. 
Arniel Nevins 
Write your answers below each question. If you need more 
room, write on the back of this sheet. 
1. Was this videotape used during the time you had it? 
2. Did your child watch the videotape when it was on? 
3. Did any siblings watch the videotape? 
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4. Did you watch the videotape with your child? 
5. After seeing the videotape, but when it was not on, 
did 
your child sing a song or do an activity that had been 
shown on the tape? If yes, please describe it. 
6. Approximately how much time did you spend watching the 
tape? 
7. Approximately how much time did your child spend 
watching the tape? 
8. Did you attempt an activity based upon something seen 
on the tape? If yes, please write about it, 
telling what you did and how you feel that it went. 
[The final questionnaire the parents receive will also 
include the question, "Did you feel that the videotapes 
were helpful? Please explain your answer.] 
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APPENDIX B 
SHILLINGLAW LETTER 
460 Willow Street 
West Barnstable, MA 02668 
November , 1992 
Mr. James Shillinglaw 
Director of Special Education 
Barnstable School Administration Building 
230 South Street 
Hyannis, MA 02601 
Dear Jim, 
As you are aware, I am preparing to conduct the 
research for my doctoral dissertation. This research is 
to be a study of the use of videotapes as a means of 
serving families. Through a cooperative effort between 
some of the preschool families and teachers, I will 
prepare three videotapes, each one with a dual theme. One 
theme will utilize a family depicting home use of a 
concept such as nin"/"on," or "around,” thus encouraging 
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expanding learning time. The second theme will utilize a 
family depicting how they deal with a particular family 
issue, such as independence, or sibling rivalry, thus 
enabling families to become teachers for other families. 
Phil and I will be "performers" on the tapes along with 
the participating teaching families. Releases will be 
signed by all participants, giving permission for the 
tapes to be used for educational purposes, including 
viewing by other families, workshops, and possibly 
community television. Each tape will include a story, 
music, home activity by a family using the targeted 
concept, and demonstration of how the family has 
succesfully dealt with a particular issue. Each tape will 
last approximately thirty minutes. 
I hope to use four special needs preschool classes as 
the sample for my research. Two of the classes will be 
from Barnstable, and two will be from Dennis-Yarmouth. I 
have selected these programs so that I can determine if 
familiarity with the performers on affects the amount the 
tapes will be viewed. I also wish to include both peer 
and program children so that I can determine if there is a 
difference in responses between the two populations. 
Prior to when the videotapes will first be 
disseminated, I will meet with the teachers and ask them 
to help with this project. Their task will be to place a 
questionnaire in the front pocket attached to each tape, 
and send the correct tape home with each child for each 
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two week period. When the tape is returned, the 
questionnaire must be removed and placed in a folder for 
me. A new questionnaire is then placed in the pocket, 
and the tape sent to the next child. At the end of the 
dissemination period, the teachers will be given a set of 
the tapes. 
Once the teachers have agreed to participate, letters 
will be sent home to the parents of all program and peer 
children in their class. The parents will be told about 
the research project, and will be asked if they would be 
willing to participate. A return slip will be attached to 
the Parent Letter so parents can indicate if they will be 
willing to participate in this project. To participate 
the parents must be willing to complete each questionnaire 
and return each tape at the end of the two week period, so 
that it can be sent home with the next child. 
It is my hope that you will agree to allow me to use 
Phil's and my programs as the Barnstable part of the 
sample for my project. I believe that the families who 
view the videotapes will benefit from this experience. 
There will be no cost to anyone for participation in this 
program. 
I have attached a copy of the letter that will be 
sent out to the parents asking their participation, the 
Release, and the Parent Questionnaire. Upon completion of 
the study, a copy of the findings will be made available 
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to you at your request. I look forward to hearing from 
you, and hope that you will agree to our participation. 
Sincerely, 
Arniel Nevins 
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APPENDIX C 
REGAN LETTER 
460 Willow Street 
West Barnstable, MA 02668 
November , 1992 
Mr. Peter Regan 
Director of Special Education 
Dennis-Yarmouth Regional School District 
296 Station Avenue 
South Yarmouth, MA 02664 
Dear Mr. Regan, 
I spoke with Shirley Smith several weeks ago and she 
suggested that I contact you for permission to utilize two 
of your special needs preschool programs as part of the 
sample for my doctoral dissertation research project. 
This research is to be a study of the use of videotapes as 
a means of serving parents and children. The videotapes 
are to be viewed at home, and will not impact classroom 
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families of children who have disabilities. Each of the 
tapes will have a dual theme. One theme will be family 
use of an age appropriate concept such as "in"/"on," or 
"around" through home activities, thus enabling parents to 
become teachers of their children, and the second theme 
will be families as teachers of other families through the 
modeling of how they resolved a particular issue, such as 
encouraging independence or resolving sibling rivalry 
issues. I am the teacher of a special needs preschool 
program in Barnstable, and another preschool teacher from 
Barnstable and I will be "performers" on the tapes, along 
with the families who will serve as teachers for other 
families. Each tape will include a story, music, family 
home activity that depicts the targeted concept, and a 
family demonstration of how to deal with a chosen issue. 
Each tape will last approximately thirty minutes. 
I hope to use four special needs preschool classes as 
the sample for my research. Two of the classes will be 
from Barnstable, and two will be from Dennis-Yarmouth. I 
have selected these programs so that I can determine if 
familiarity with the preformers on the tapes affects the 
amount the tapes will be viewed. I also wish to include 
both peer and program children so that I can determine if 
there is a difference in use of the tapes between the two 
populations. 
Prior to when the videotapes will first be 
disseminated, I will meet with the teachers and ask them 
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to help with this project. Their task will be to place a 
questionnaire in the front pocket attached to each tape, 
and send the correct tape home with each child for each 
two week period. When the tape is returned, the 
questionnaire must be removed, and placed in a folder for 
me. The next questionnaire is then placed in the pocket, 
and the tape sent to the next child. At the end of the 
dissemination period, the teachers will be qiven a set of 
the tapes. 
Once the teachers have agreed to participate, letters 
will be sent home to the parents of all program and peer 
children in their class. The parents will be told about 
the research project, and will be asked if they would be 
willing to participate. A return slip will be attached to 
the Parent Letter so that they can indicate if they will 
participate. The parents must be willing to complete each 
questionnaire and must agree to return each tape at the 
end of each two week period, so that it can be sent home 
with the next child. 
It is my hope that you will agree to allow me to use 
two of your preschool programs as part of the sample for 
my project. I believe that the families who view the 
videotapes will benefit from this experience. 
I have attached a copy of the letter that will be 
sent out to the parents asking their participation, and 
the Parent Questionnaire. Upon completion of the study, a 
copy of the findings will be made available to you at your 
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request, 
that you 
I look forward to hearing from you, and hope 
will agree to participating in this project. 
Sincerely, 
Arniel F. Nevins 
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APPENDIX D 
PARENTS LETTER AND CONSENT FORM 
December , 1992 
Dear Parents, 
Your child's preschool class has been invited to 
participate in a project that involves home viewing of 
videotapes. I hope that you will be willing to help with 
this project, as it should be pleasant for both you and 
your child. The project is part of my research for my 
doctoral degree. I will prepare three videotapes. Each 
one will show how a family at home can use one of the 
concepts that children work on in school. Each one will 
also include a family showing how they solved a family 
issue such as sibling rivalry or encouraging a child to be 
more independent. Each tape will last about thirty 
minutes, and will be sent home, one at a time, with your 
child. You will be able to keep each tape to use for two 
weeks. At the end of the two weeks you will need to fill 
out the brief questionnaire that is attached to the tape 
cover, and return it with the tape to school. Soon after, 
the next tape will be sent home. The activities on the 
tapes will include a song, story, a demonstration of 
family use of a concept such as ,,in,,/,,on" or "around" at 
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study, a copy of the findings will be available for you to 
read at your request. 
In order to participate, you will need to agree to 
the following conditions: 
1. I will show each tape to my child at 
least 2 times during the two weeks I have it. 
2. I will complete the short questionnaire that is 
with each tape and return it with the tape. 
3. I will return each tape to the school 
via my child by the return date. 
If you agree to participate in this program, please 
sign your name at the end of the attached Consent form, 
and return just that part of this notice to your child's 
teacher on your next school day. THANK YOU! 
Arniel Nevins 
Videotape Project Researcher 
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THE USE OF COOPERATIVELY PREPARED EDUCATIONAL VIDEOTAPES 
AS A MEANS OF SERVING FAMILIES AND PRESCHOOL CHILDREN 
WITH DISABILITIES THROUGH "AT HOME" MATERIAL 
Consent for Voluntary Participation 
I volunteer to participate in this research study and 
understand that: 
1. I will be requested to show my child each of three 
videotapes at least 2 times during the two weeks I have 
it. 
I will complete the short questionnaire that is attached 
to each tape and return it with the tape. 
I will return each tape to the school via my child by the 
return date. 
2. I understand that the primary purpose of this research 
is to study the possible benefit from use of videotapes by 
families with preschoolers 
3. I understand that by participating I am not taking any 
risks, and I have the right to withdraw from part or all 
of the study at any time. 
4. I understand that upon completion of the study, a copy 
of the findings will be available in the office of the 
Director of Early Childhood Programs for me to read. 
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5. I know that my name will not be used, and a numbered 
code will be used on the questionnaires to identify town 
and class to the researcher, but not my identity. 
6. I understand that results from this research will be 
included in Arniel Nevins' doctoral dissertation, and may 
also be included in future articles or workshops submitted 
to professional organizations for consideration. 
7. I am free to participate or not to participate without 
prejudice. 
I agree to participate in the videotape research program. 
Name. 
Date. 
Child's teacher's 
name. 
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APPENDIX E 
VIDEO FAMILY CONSENT FOR VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 
THE USE OF COOPERATIVELY PREPARED EDUCATIONAL VIDEOTAPES 
AS A MEANS OF SERVING FAMILIES AND PRESCHOOL CHILDREN 
WITH DISABILITIES THROUGH "AT HOME" MATERIAL 
Consent for Voluntary Participation 
I volunteer to participate in this research project and 
agree that: 
1. My family will be videotaped while doing the 
following activities: reading a book, demonstrating use 
of a concept through an at home activity, and modeling for 
other families how we have solved a possible family issue 
such as sibling rivalry. I know that my family will serve 
as a positive teaching model for other families. 
I also agree to the viewing of the videotapes by 
other families, during workshops for families or 
educators, and for the Dissertation Research project of 
Arniel Nevins. 
2. I understand that my family and I will not be taking 
any risks during the videotaping and subsequent viewing. 
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4. I also understand that my family will not be 
identified by name, but may be recognized by viewers to 
whom we are known. 
5. I understand that upon completion of the study I will 
be provided with a copy of the videotape, and will also be 
able to read a report of the results of the study, which 
will be available in the office of the Director of Special 
Education for the town of Barnstable. 
6. I know that I am free to participate or not 
participate in this study without prejudice. 
Names of family members I give permission to be 
videotaped: 
1) 4) 
2) 5) 
3) 6) 
Signatures of parents or legally responsible adults: 
Signature: Role: 
Signature: Role: 
Date signed: 
130 
APPENDIX F 
VIDEOTAPE PROGRAMS 
All videotapes will contain a combination of entertainment 
and educational material for both children and adults. 
Each will include both a learning concept and a family 
issue. Material will be presented in brief segments, and 
material most relevant to children viewers will be 
presented first, because of their shorter attention span. 
The videotapes will be a cooperative effort between 
teachers and families, with the families chosing issues 
that they feel they can portray in a way that will be most 
helpful for other families. 
Tape One 
Family Issue: To be chosen by participating family. 
Concept: In/On 
Introductory Song (Written and performed by parent of 
child who has severe disabilities). 
Story- Family member will read a favorite story to 
child/children. 
Concept- Teacher will utilize symbolic play to introduce 
concepts "in/on" and then will briefly tell what to 
look for during next family activity. 
Family concept presentation- Family members folding 
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laundry and putting it in basket or pile, or on 
shelf. Talk together as they complete task. 
Song- "Five Little Monkeys" with teacher using signs. 
Family issue presentation- Family chooses issue and 
models for other families how they deal with the 
issue. 
Closing song- Repeat of theme song. 
Tape Two 
Issue: To be chosen by participating family 
Concept: "Around the..." 
Introductory song 
Story- Family member reads story to child/children. 
Brief teacher introduction of concept through symbolic 
play. 
Teacher describes what to look for in family 
presentation. 
Family concept presentation- Family members pick up toys, 
and use term "around the..." as they walk around the 
chair, around the table, around the dog, etc.. 
Song- "The Wheels on the Bus." Teacher uses signs and 
hand motions. 
Family issue presentation- Participating family chooses 
issue they have resolved and feel they can best 
present to help other families. 
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Closing song- Repeat of theme. 
Tape Three 
Issue: To be chosen by participating family. 
Concept: "Beside the..." 
Introductory song 
Story- Family member reads favorite story to 
child/children. 
Brief teacher presentation of concept through symbolic 
play. Teacher then describes what to watch for in 
family presentation. 
Family concept presentation- Family members set table, 
placing the fork beside the plate, knife beside 
the plate, spoon beside the knife, etc.. Also 
mention who sits beside each family member. 
Song- "Farmer in the Dell." Teacher uses signs and 
flannelboard showing characters beside each other. 
Family issue presentation- Participating family to choose 
issue they have resolved and can model in order to 
help other families. 
Closing song- Repeat of theme. 
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